USE OF NAVAL FORCE IN CRISES:

A THEORY OF STRATIFIED CRISIS INTERACTION

VOLUME I

A DISSERTATION
SUBMITTED TO THE DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL SCIENCE
AND THE COMMITTEE ON GRADUATE STUDIES
OF STANFORD UNIVERSITY
IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR THE DEGREE OF

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

by
Joseph Frederick Bouchard

| December 1988 {

DIST A PER TELECON LITA MOSQUEDA
NPS/CODE 031, MONTEREY, CA 93943

4/15/91 CG

3\




Copyright by Joseph F. Bouchard 1989
All Rights Reserved

ii




I certify that I have read this thesis and
that in my opinion it is fully adequate, in
scope and quality, as a dissertation for the
degree of Doctor of Philpsophy.

Gﬂxyaud4»L.61c\ts

Alexander L. George
(Principal Advisor)

I certify that I have read this thesis and
that in my opinion it is fully adequate, in
scope and quality, as a dissertation for the
degree of Doctor of Philosophy.

St Srge

Scott D. Sagan ¢

I certify that I have read this thesis and
that in my opinion it is fully adequate, in
scope and quality, as a dissertation for the
degree of Doctor of Philosophy

@M&&MOQ/ (%/Mc

Condoleezza Ejke

Approved for the University Committee
on Graduate Studies:

%z‘h& eb=<l_:~%§&'

Dean Of Gradvate Studie

iii




USE OF NAVAL FORCE IN CRISES:
A THEORY OF STRATIFIED CRISIS INTERACTION

Joseph Frederick Bouchard, Ph.D.
Stanford University, 1988

Previous studies of international crises have implicit-
ly viewed all of the political and military interactions
between the two sides as a single interaction sequence.

This fails to capture the complexity of crisis interaction
and crisis stability. The theory of stratified interaction
developed in this dissertation states that crisis
interaction occurs at three levels: political, strategic,
and tactical. Interactions at each level evolve separately
and can independently influence whether or not a crisis
escalates to war.

The objective is to develop a differentiated theory of
crisis interaction cast in the form of contingent generaliza-
tions that offer discriminating explanations for the
occurrence of crisis stability problems. The method of
structured, focused comparison is used to conduct empirical
research on two sets of historical cases. The first set
consists of four case studies of United States naval
operations in crises: the 1958 Taiwan Straits Crisis, the
1962 Cuban Missile Crisis, the 1967 Arab-Israeli War, and
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the 1973 Arab-Israeli War. The second set consists of four
case studies of peacetime attacks on United States Navy
ships: the 1964 Tonkin Gulf Incidents, the 1967 Israeli
attack on the USS Liberty, the 1968 North Korean seizurc of
the USS Pueblo, and the 1987 Iraqgi attack on the USS Stark.
Structured comparison of these cases reveals that the
stratified interaction model provides an accurate descrip-
tion of international crises. Tactical-level interactions
normally are not under the direct direct control of national
leaders, and under certain conditions can become decoupled
from the political-military objectives and strategy of
national leaders. Five patterns of tactical-level interac-
tions are identified: parallel stratified interactions,
momentary decoupling, decoupling followed by disengagement,
decoupling followed by tactical-level escalation, and
decoupling causing escalation at the strategic or peclitical
levels. The factors that can cause decoupling of tactical-
level interactions and the factors that determine whether or
not decoupled interactions escalate uncontrollably to war
are identified. Additionally, three political-military
tensions that can arise in crises are identified: tension
between the needs of diplomatic bargaining and the needs of
military operations, tension between the need for top-level
coutrol of military operations and the need for tactical-
level flexibility and initiative, and tension between crisis
military operations and readiness for wartime missions.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Studies of international crises have repeatedly
concluded that the success of crisis management efforts is
critically dependent upon top-level political authorities
maintaining close control of the actions of their military
forces. This essential crisis management requirement has
been identified as a potentially serious problem area.

Several concerns have been raised: Preplanned
military operations and contingency plans may not be
appropriate for the unique circumstances of a particular
crisis, and may not support the political-diplomatic
strategy adopted by national leaders to resolve a crisis.
Delegated command of military operations could allow
unintended military incidents to occur, which the adversary
could misperceive as a deliberate escalation of the crisis
or signal of hostile intent. Military alerts ordered to
deter the adversary and increase the readiness of the armed
forces could set in motion a chain of events exceeding the
control of national leaders. Such problems are sources of
concern because they could cause national leaders to lose
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control of events in a crisis, starting an escalatory spiral
leading to war.1

On the other hand, some scholars believe that while
inadvertent military actions can contribute to crisis
management problems and the occurrence of inadvertent war,
attention should be focused on the political and psycho-
logical pressures on top-level decisionmakers. Thomas C.
Schelling, in a passage particularly relevant to this study,
has expressed such a view:

This is why there is a genuine risk of major war
not from "accidents" in the military machine but
through a diplomatic process of commitment that is
itself unpredictable. The unpredictability is not due
solely to what a destroyer commander might do at
midnight when he comes across a Soviet (or American)
freighter at sea, but to the psychological process by
which particular things become identified with courage
or appeasement or how particular thingszget included
in or left out of a diplomatic package.

Thus, there is disagreement among students of crisis and war

over the effects of inadvertent military incidents on crisis

1For examples of such concerns, see Alexander L.

George, David K. Hall, and William E. Simons, The Limits of
Coercive Diplomacy (New York: Little, Brown and Co., 1971),
p. 14; John Steinbruner, "An Assessment of Nuclear Crises,"
in Franklin Griffiths and John C. Polanyi, eds., The Dangers
of Nuclear War (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1980),
p. 40; Phil Williams, Crisis Management {(New York: John
Wiley, 1976), p. 202; Richard N. Lebow, Between Peace and
War (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1981),
p.287; Alexander L. George, "Crisis Management: The
Interaction of Political and Military Considerations,"
Survival 26 (September/October 1984), pp. 227-228; Scott D.
Sagan, "Nuclear Alerts and Crisis Management," International
Security 9 (Spring 1985): 99-139.

2Thomas C. Schelling, Arms and Influence (New Haven,
CT: Yale University Press, 1966), p. 93.




stability. Inadvertent military incidents are viewed as
dangerous in and of themselves because they can directly
trigger escalation, or, alternatively, are viewed as
dangerous because of the manner in which they can influence
the perceptions held by national leaders. This issue is of
practical relevance in crisis decisionmaking, as well as
being of theoretical interest in the study of international
crises.

The focus of this study is on the problems that can
arise when using military force as a political instrument in
crises. In an international crisis, military forces
commonly perform two missions: political signalling in
support of crisis bargaining, and preparing for localized
fighting and war should crisis management efforts fail.
Inadvertent escalation-—-any increase in the level or scope
of violence in a crisis that was not directly ordered by
national leaders or anticipated by them as being the likely
result of their orders--is a significant danger in these
circumstances. A distinction can be drawn between the
general political requirements of crisis management, such as
limiting political objectives and military means, and the
operational requirements of crisis management, such as

3

maintaining control of military operations. The focus of

this study is on the operational requirements of crisis

3This distinction pointed out to the author by
Alexander L. George.
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management.4 The use of United States naval forces in four
crises that occurred since the end of World War II will be
examined to develop contingent generalizations on crisis
military interaction.

In the introduction to his study of international
crises, Richard N. Lebow discusses the distinction long made
between the underlying causes of war, the long-term sources
of hostility and tension, and the immediate causes of war,
the particular events, such as a crisis, sparking a war.
Lebow argues that, while students of international relations
since Thucydides have focused on underlying causes,
immediate causes are at least as important as underlying
causes, in that immediate causes can determine whether or
not war erupts from the underlying hostility and tension.5
This study starts from the premise that Lebow is correct,
that immediate causes are important for understanding how
and why wars occur.

The causes of war can be viewed as falling on a time-
span spectrum, with long-term underlying causes working
their effects over years, decades or even centuries toward
the left end, and immediate causes occurring over days or

weeks toward the right end. The underlying causes toward

48cott Sagan refers to this as the operational
dimension of crisis management. See Sagan, "Managing
Strategic Nuclear Alert Operations," (Santa Monica, CA:
Rand, forthcoming 1988).

5Lebow, pp. 1-4.
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the left end of the spectrum include the structure of the
international system, history, culture, economic development
and resources, ideology., geography, and military technol-
ogy. System structure has a strong influence on how "war-
prone" international politics are at a given time.
Historical, cultural, economic, and ideological variables
help to shape the political framework within which rivalries
arise between particular nations and contribute to the
intensity of the hostility and tensions between them.
Geographic factors, and the state of military technology
shape the strategic relationships between nations and
contribute to the level of tensions between them.

This study will be addressing causes of war at the far
right end of that spectrum--events occurring over hours, or
even just minutes at the speed of modern warfare. There is
no intent to slight the importance of underlying causes or
longer-term immediate causes, which arrange the political
and strategic circumstances for war to occur. Rather, the
intent is to supplement those causes with greater under-
standing of how military interactions in a crisis could
inadvertently trigger war.

One of the fundamental problems in international
relations is to identify the necessary and sufficient
conditions for war to occur. This study makes two
assumptions on the necessary and sufficient conditions for

war. The first is that an international environment marked
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by confrontation over national interests, hostility, and
tension--all arising from the underlying causes of war--are
a necessary condition for war to arise from a crisis. The
implication of this assumption is that inadvertent military
incidents will not spark escalation leading to war in the
absence of confrontation, hostility and tensions. This
study thus focuses on inadvertent escalation arising under
conditions of acute international crises, when the necessary
condition for war are present.

The second assumption is that the underlying causes of
war are not sufficient conditions for war. War can be
avoided even under conditions of confrontation, hostility,
and tension so long as national leaders on each side are
willing to continue bargaining with the other side, are
willing to sacrifice certain interests in order to protect
or advance others, and perceive that the other side intends
to continue bargaining rather than resort to war. This
suggests that a number of factors can provide conditions
sufficient for war once the necessary conditions are
present. Examples include a belief that vital national
interests cannot be protected through bargaining, an
unwillingness to concede some interests to protect others
(perhaps because the price would be too high or domestic
political repercussions too severe), a misperception that
the other side will not bargain seriously or intends to

resort to war at an opportune moment, and loss of control
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over military operations. These factors can give rise to
either deliberate decisions to go to war or to inadvertent
war. The immediate causes of war can thus provide
sufficient conditions for war if the necessary conditions
are present. The focus of this study is on a specific
subset of the immediate causes of war: those arising from
interaction of the military forces of the two sides and
resulting in inadvertent escalation to war.

The remainder of this introduction will present a
brief critique of the literature on crises and crisis
management, an overview of the theory being proposed, the
research design, the historical cases and case selection

criteria, and a summary of the organization of the study.

Critique of Crisis Theories

The existing literature on crises and crisis manage-
ment has three serious weaknesses. First, the various
political and military interactions that occur between the
two sides in a crisis are assessed in the context of an
implicit single interaction sequence model of-crises.
Second, the frequently observed phenomenon of United States
leaders exercising close control over military operations in
crises, combined with a lack of familiarity with military
command and control procedures, has produced an erroneous
view of the manner in which military forces are controlled

in crises. Third, and derived from the two previous




weaknesses, the concept of crisis stability is poorly
developed and there is a poor understanding of the
escalation processes that could cause a crisis to escalate
to war. These three weaknesses in the crisis management
literature are discussed in Chapter II. They are summarized
here to provide an overview of the study.

The first weakness is that previous studies of inter-
national crises have implicitly viewed the various political
and military interactions that occur between the two sides
as a single interaction sequence. The flow of events in a
crisis is viewed as a single sequence of actions and
reactions. A consequence of this perspective is the
implicit assumption that all the actions taken by a nation
during a crisis either are ordered by national leaders in
pursuit of their policy objectives, or should not have
occurred and therefore represent a loss of control over
events. Under the single interaction sequence model of
crisis interaction, a policy objective desirable for
avoiding war--control of crisis military operations by top-
level political authorities--is treated as the norm against
which actual crisis management efforts are compared. The
occurrence of military interactions not directly controlled
by national leaders is then viewed as a potentially
dangerous breakdown of crisis management.

The single interaction sequence model does not

accurately describe international crises. What actually
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occurs is multiple interaction sequences that only partially
influence each other. Multiple interaction sequences,
evolving simultaneously but semi-independently, arise when
national leaders do not make all operational decisions
themselves, but must delegate significant decisionmaking
authority to subordinates. This is the basis for the
stratified interaction model of international crises,
described in detail in Chapter III.

The second weakness in the crisis management
literature is that it is based on an erroneous view of the
manner in which military forces are controlled in crises.
This apparently resulted from the frequently observed
phenomenon of United States leaders exercising closz control
over military operations in crises, combined with a lack of
familiarity with military command and control procedures.
The crisis management literature typically describes the
control of crisis military operations as being highly
centralized, with top-level civilian authorities exercising
direct control--in contrast to routine peacetime operations,
which are described as highly decentralized and having
little involvement of civilian political authorities. This
description fails to grasp the true complexity of military
command and control, leading to inaccurate assessments of
the crisis management problems arising from the employment
of military forces in crises and how those problems can

affect crisis stability.
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Even in crises, military commanders are delegated
significant authority to make operational decisions on the
employment of their forces--including decisions on the use
of force. Under certain circumstances military commanders
can use conventional weapons without seeking permission from
higher authorities. The scope of their authority is spelled
out in a variety of documents, which collectively will be
referred to as mechanisms of indirect control. There are
even provisions for commanders to act contrary to their
written instructions when circumstances dictate.

Although some scholars have recognized that these
features exist in the United States military command and
control system, the actual complexity of that system has not
been reflected in the literature on crisis management. The
literature is founded on a simple distinction between policy-
making and policy implementation, and turns to concepts such
as bureaucratic politics and organizational process to
explain why actions are taken that were not ordered by
national leaders. This fails to recognize that military
commanders at all levels in the chain of command have
important policy-making roles and are not simply bureaucrats
executing policy decisions. Thus, an understanding of the
mechanisms through which authority to make operational
decisions is delegated to military commanders is essential
for accurately assessing the crisis management problems that

arise when military forces are employed in crises.
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The third weakress in the crisis management literature
is that the concept of crisis stability is poorly developed
and there is a poor understanding of the escalation
processes that could cause a crisis to escalate to war.
Crisis stability is viewed as being primarily a function of
weapons technology, particularly the degree to which it
gives an advantage to the offense. Lacking is an
appreciation of the operational factors that affect crisis
stability once a decision is made to employ military forces
in a crisis. The escalation processes that could cause a
crisis to escalate to war are also poorly developed.
Although there is growing concern over inadvertent or
accidental war, these concepts are not well defined and the
scenarios in which they could occur lack plausibility.
Crisis military operations can indeed trigger or contribute
to an escalatory process leading to war, but the manner in
which they do so are subtle and complex--and best understood
in the context of stratified interactions.

To summarize, the weaknesses in the crisis management
literature are an implicit and misleading single interaction
sequence model of the political and military interactions
that occur in a crisis, an erroneous view of the manner in
which military forces are controlled in crises, and poor
development of the concept of crisis stability and the
escalation processes that could cause a crisis to

inadvertently escalate to war.
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Overview of Concepts and Theory

Three central concepts form the foundation for this
study: stratified interaction, stratified crisis stability,
and the tensions that arise from the interaction of
political and military objectives in a crisis. The theory
and its corollaries are developed and explained in detail in
Chapter III. They are summarized here to provide an
overview of the concepts presented in the research design.

The scope of this study is limited to international
crises in which two fundamental conditions are present: The
first is that both sides in a crisis seek to protect or
advance vital national interests and, conversely, have
vital interests at stake that they are unwilling to
sacrifice for the purpose of avoiding war. Both sides thus
take military actions intended to support crisis bargaining
and to counter military moves by the other side. The second
assumption is that neither side desires war as the outcome
of the crisis. National leaders on each side limit their
objectives and restrain their military moves to avoid being
misperceived by the other side as intending to launch a
war. Both sides thus seek to avoid inadvertent escalation
of the crisis while deterring escalation by the other side.
When both of these conditions are met, the primary danger is
of war arising from inadvertent escalation. These
conditions and the nature of international crises are

discussed in detail in Chapter II.
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The theory of stratified interaction states that,
given conditions of delegated control, tight horizontal
coupling between the military forces of the two sides, and
acute crisis, interactions between the two sides will be
stratified in three levels: political, strategic and
tactical. The first corollary to the theory is that
tactical-level interactions can become decoupled from the
political-military objectives of national leaders. The term
decoupled is used to mean that vertical command and control
links to operational military forces at the scene of a
crisis are severed or otherwise fail to ensure that tactical-
level decisionmaking supports the crisis management strategy
of national leaders. Decoupling occurs to the extent that
operational decisions on the employment of military forces
made at the strategic and tactical levels differ from the
operational decisions political level decisionmakers would
have made to coordinate those military actions with their
political-diplomatic strategy for resolving the crisis.
This is an inductive theory arrived at through empirical
historical research into crisis interactions.

Crisis stability exists to the extent that neither
side has an incentive to strike the first military blow.
The crisis security dilemma is that, in a crisis, many of
the actions a state takes to increase its security and
improve its bargaining position decrease the security of the

adversary. The theory of stratified interaction directly
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affects this dilemma. The stratified crisis security
dilemma is that, in a crisis, the security dilemma is
stratified, arising from the interaction processes occurring
separately at each of the three levels, and affecting the
likelihood of violence separat<.y at each level. This in
turn leads to the concept of stratified escalation dynamics:
in an acute crisis, in which tactical-level interaction
between the two sides has become decoupled from direct
control by national leaders, the security dilemma, operating
separately at the tactical level, can trigger an escalatory
spiral, which under certain circumstances can cause the
crisis to escalate uncontrollably to war. Identifying those
circumstances is a primary objective of this study.

An important issue is whether these phenomena--
stratified interaction, decoupling of tactical-level
interactions, and stratified crisis stability--are strictly
symmetrical or can also be asymmetrical. That is, must the
conditions necessary for these phenomena to occur be present
on both sides in a crisis, or can can the phenomena arise
when the conditions are present on only one side. This
issue will be addressed in the empirical research on the
theory, but the focus of the study will be on the United
States and the role of U.S. forces in crises. The
preliminary assessment is that stratified interaction tends
to be symmetrical (both sides in a crisis normally

experience the conditions for stratification), but that
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decoupling and stratified crisis stability can be either
symmetrical or asymmetrical. This has important
implications for crisis management: war could arise through
a process in which one side has lost effective control of
its forces and is experiencing inadvertent escalation, while
the other side retains control over its forces and is
deliberately escalating the level of violence. This is
probably a more likely and dangerous scenario than one in
which symmetrical decoupling occurs and both sides
experience inadvertent escalation.

Another aspect of crisis stability is the danger of
misperception under conditions of stratified interaction.
The concept of the misperception dilemma describes the
inadvertent results that can occur when military forces are
used for signalling in a crisis. When signalling
adversaries, the dilemma is between inadvertent signals of
hostility and inadvertent signals of acquiescence. When
signalling an ally or friend, the misperception dilemma is
between inadvertent signals of encouragement and inadvertent
signals of retrenchment. Given stratified interactions,
then perceptions of the adversary can also be stratified,
with different perceptions being held at different levels of
interaction. Misperceptions can arise at one level without
other levels necessarily being aware ¢of them, providing a
mechanism by which stratified interactions can become

decoupled.
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The interaction of political and military considera-
tions when military force is employed as a political
instrument in crises will be a central focus of the study.
The interactions generate what will be described as
political-military tensions--actual and potential conflicts
between political and military considerations which force
decisionmakers, either knowingly or tacitly, to make trade-
offs among individually important but mutually incompatible
objectives. These political-military tensions, which can
give rise to difficult policy dilemmas in a crisis, are
inherent in the use of force as a political instrument under
conditions of stratified interaction.

There are three political-military tensions. The
first is tension between political considerations and the
needs of diplomatic bargaining, on the one hand, and
military considerations and the needs of military
operations, on the other. The second is tension between the
need for top-level control of military options in a crisis,
and the need for tactical flexibility and instantaneous
decisionmaking at the scene of the crisis. The third is
tension between performance of crisis political missions and
readiness to perform wartime combat missions. These three
tensions between political and military considerations
affect the degree to which stratified interactions become
decoupled in a crisis, thus having a significant impact on

crisis decisionmaking and crisis stability.
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Research Desig:

There is an inherent element of randomness and
unpredictability in the occurrence of war that structural or
system-level theories cannot eliminate or define out of
existence. Addressing the immediate causes of war gets at
that element of randomness and unpredictability, allowing
identification of various sets of specific circumstances in
which the probability of war is increased--which is both
theoretically significant and policy relevant. This study
will examine a particular subset of the immediate causes of
war, those arising from the use of force as a political
instrument in crises.

The type of theory this study seeks to develop is what
Alexander L. George describes as a "differentiated" theory,
an explanatory theory cast in the form of contingent
generalizations and offering discriminating explanations for
the occurrence of a phenomenon. Contingent generalizations
are regularities that occur only under certain specific
conditions. Collectively they offer a differentiated
typology of situations in which the phenomenon of interest
manifests itself. The objective of a differentiated theory
is to identify the variety of different causal patterns that
can occur for the phenomenon, and the conditions under which
each distinctive causal pattern occurs. The value of a

differentiated theory is that it has greater policy
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relevance than theories cast in the form of probabilistic
generalizations, providing policy-makers a means of
diagnosing the significance of specific situations.6

The nature of the phenomena being addressed dictate a
focus on decisionmaking and the details of how crisis
military operations are controlled. This, in turn, requires
a research design in which a small number of cases are
examined in detail using the method of structured focused
comparison, rather than a research design using a large
number of cases and statistical methods to identify
significant variables. The purpose of structured comparison
of a small number of cases is to reveal the different causal
patterns that can occur for the phenomena, and the
conditions under which each distinctive causal pattern
occurs.7

The dependent variable is whether on not inadvertent
escalation occurs in an international crisis. For the
purposes of this study, inadvertent escalation will be
defined as any increase in the level or scope of violence in

a crisis that was not directly ordered by national leaders

6Alexander L. George and Richard Smoke, Deterrence in
American Foreign Policy: Theory and Practice (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1974), pp. 509-512; Alexander L.
George, "Case Studies and Theory Development: The Method of
Structured, Focused Comparison," in Paul Gordon, ed.,
Diplomacy: New Approaches in History, Theory, and Policy
(New York: The Free Press, 1979), pp. 59-60.

71bia.
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or anticipated by them as being the likely result of their
orders. The specific phenomena to be explained in this
study are the interaction of military forces in crises and
the impact of such interactions on crisis stability.

Empirical research on the use of United States naval
forces in crises will used to develop a set of contingent
generalizations explaining three aspects of the theory: (a)
the conditions under which crisis interactions become
stratified and decoupled, (b) the conditions under which
tensions between political and diplomatic objectives arise
and affect crisis decisionmaking in particular ways, and {(c)
the conditions that prevent stratified escalation dynamics
from occurring. The analysis will define discrete patterns
of tactical-level crisis interaction, each associated with a
particular causal pattern. Because the patterns of tactical-
level interaction are arrived at empirically, the patterns
identified in this study probably will not cover the
universe of interaction patterns--additional patterns could
well be identified through further empirical research.

The research design is divided into three phases. The
first phase will be an examination of the mechanisms of
delegated command, the nature of tactical-level military
interactions, and the use of United States naval forces as a
political instrument. These topics address some of the
greatest weaknesses in the crisis management literature.

The purpose of this phase of the research is to clarify
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existing concepts and, when necessary, to present new
concepts of crisis military operations before commencing the
case studies. This first phase of the research design will
encompass Chapters IV, V, and VI.

The second phase of the research design will consist
of a structured focused comparison of four cases in which
United States naval forces were employed in crises: the 1958
Taiwan Straits Crisis, the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis, the
1967 Middle East War, and the 1973 Middle East War. The
purpose of this phase will be to develop contingent
generalizations on the theory of stratified interaction.
This second phase of the research will be presented in
Chapter VII.

To develop the contingent generalizations, eight
questions addressing specific aspects of the theory will be
answered through structured focused comparison. The first
three questions address the conditions necessary for
stratified interaction to occur: delegated control, tight
coupling, and acute crisis.

Question 1. To what degree were interactions between
the forces of the two sides at the scene of the crisis the
result of actions taken in accordance with mechanisms of
delegated control, rather than direct control by national
leaders? If direct control was attempted, to what degree
were national leaders able to exercise constant, real-time,

positive control of operational decisions? If direct
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control was nominally in effect but not in fact being
exercised on a real-time basis, to what degree did on-scene
commanders re.y on guidance in mechanisms of delegated
control relative to the direct guidance they received?

Question 2. Were the forces of the two sides at the
scene of the crisis tightly coupled? Were on-scene
(tactical level) commanders vertically integrated with
sensors providing sufficient information on the adversary's
on-scene forces to allow them to develop a picture of the
adversary's moves and intentions independent of information
provided to national leaders? Were tactical moves by each
side quickly detected by the other side, prompting on-scene
commanders to make (or request authorization to make)
counter moves in order to preserve or improve their tactical
situation?

Question 3. Were the forces of the two sides being
used by their national leaders as a political instrument to
convey deterrent or compellent military threats toward the
other side in support of crisis bargaining? Were the forces
of the two sides engaged in a test of capabilities under
restrictive ground rules as a result of a challenge to a
commitment being met by an effort to defeat that challenge
without escalation? To what degree did interactions Lbetween
the on-scene forces of the two sides influence the
perceptions held by national leaders of the probability of

war breaking out?
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The fourth question addresses the first corollary to
the theory of stratified interaction, that interactions can
become decoupled in a crisis. There are seven potential
causes of decoupling: communications and information flow
problems, impairment of political-level decisionmaking, a
fast-paced tactical environment, ambiguous or ambivalent
orders, tactically inappropriate orders, inappropriate
guidance in mechanisms of indirect control, and deliberate
unauthorized actions by military commanders. More than one
of these factors can occur simultaneously, further
increasing the likelihood of unexpected escalation. The
causes of decoupling are explained in Chapter III.

To establish that stratified interactions became
decoupled in a crisis requires two findings: The first is
that one or more of the seven seven potential causes of
decoupling was present, creating opportunities for
decoupling to occur. The second, and usually more difficult
to establish, finding is that operational decisions made by
tactical-level decisionmakers differed from the decisions
that political-level decisionmakers probably would have made
in order to coordinate those actions with their political-
diplomatic strategy for resolving the crisis.

Question 4. Did interactions at the tactical and
political levels become decoupled during the crisis? Did
any of the potential causes of decoupling arise during the

crisis? If conditions for decoupling existed, did national
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leaders perceive the operational decisions made by the on-
scene commander as interfering with or not supporting their
political-diplomatic strategy for resolving the crisis? 1If
momentary decoupling occurred in the crisis, was direct
command immediately reimposed or 4id it initiate a decoupled
interaction sequence?

The fifth question addresses the second corcllary to
the theory of stratified interaction, that the security
dilemma is stratified in crises. The implication of this is
that decisionmakers at the political and tactical levels can
hold different perceptions of the offense-defense balance,
vulnerability to preemption, and the need to strike first.

Question 5. Did national leaders and on-scene
commanders hold different perceptions of the vulnerability
of on-scene forces to preemption and the need to strike
first in the event of an armed clash? Did actions taken
with on-scene forces by national leaders for political
signaling purposes generate tactical situations in which the
on-scene commander perceived a vulnerability to preemption
and a need to strike first should an armed clash erupt? Did
actions taken for political purposes prompt the adversary's
forces to take compensatory actions to reduce their
vulnerability or to improve their ability to strike first?

The sixth question addresses the third corollary to
the theory of stratified interaction, that escalation

dynamics can be stratified in a crisis. A limitation
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imposed on this study by the circumstances of post-World War
II history is that no crises during the period escalated to
a war in which the United States was a participant.8 The
absence of cases resulting in war precludes using the
outcomes of the crises, in the sense of whether or not war
occurred and the manner in which crises escalate to war, as
dependeﬂt variables. Thus, the research design cannot
address what would otherwise be the most interesting
question, the circumstances under which decoupled,
stratified interactions generate stratified escalation
dynamics leading uncontrollably to war. Although this
question cannot be addressed directly, research will be done
to identify conditions which may have inhibited stratified
escalation dynamics from occurring.

Question 6. When stratified interactions become
decoupled, what factors inhibit escalation dynamics from
occurring at the tactical level? When tactical-level
interactions do begin escalating, what factors inhibit

escalation dynamics from being transmitted upward to the

81 exclude the 1964 Tonkin Gulf Incident as a crisis
that escalated to war because the incident did not lead to
immediate and sustained U.S. intervention in the war.
Although the U.S. commenced bombing North Vietnam after the
incident, the bombings were in retaliation for subsequent
attacks on U.S. forces in the South. Significant escalation
of the U.S. role in the war, in the form of ground combat
troops, did not occur until seven months after the Tonkin
Gulf Incident. The decisions to escalate the U.S. role were
made after months of deliberation, not under conditions of
crisis as defined in this study.
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strategic and political levels of interaction? Under what
circumstances could these escalation-inhibiting factors
break down, allowing a crisis to escalate uncontrollably to
war?

The seventh question addresses the crisis management
problems that arise when military forces are used as a
political instrument in crises: the misperception dilemma
and inadvertent military incidents.

Question 7. Did actions taken with military forces
send inadvertent signals of hostility or acquiescence to
adversaries, or inadvertent signals of encouragement or
retrenchment to allies and friends? Were national leaders
aware of the possibility of their military actions being
misperceived and did this affect their decisionmaking? Did
inadvertent military incidents occur and how did they affect
efforts to manage the crisis? Under what circumstances did
the inadvertent incidents occur and what factors contributed
to their occurrence? Were national leaders aware of the
possibility of inadvertent incidents and did this affect
their decisionmaking?

The eighth question addresses the three tensions
between political and military considerations that arise
when military forces are used as a political instrument in
crises: tension between political considerations and the
needs of diplomatic bargaining, on the one hand, and mili-

tary considerations and the needs of military operations, on
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the other; tension between the need for top-level control of
military options in a crisis, and the need for tactical
flexibility and instantaneous decisijonmaking at the scene of
the crisis; and tension between performance of crisis
political missions and readiness to perform wartime combat
missions. Although the first source of tension (political
versus military considerations) tends to pit military men
against their civilian superiors, these tensions are not
simply issues of civil-military relations. The second
source of tension (level of operational control) can
generate disputes between military commanders at the
political, strategic, and tactical levels. The third source
of tension (crisis missions versus readiness for wartime
missions) involves significant conflicts between crisis
military objectives and wartime military objectives, as well
as conflicts between crisis political objectives and wartime
military objectives. But all three tensions arise from the
requirements of crisis management, the essence of which is
placing political constraints on military operations.

Question 8. Did tensions arise between political
considerations and the needs of diplomatic bargaining, on
the one hand, and military considerations and the needs of
military operations, on the other? Did tensions arise
between the need for direct, positive, top-level control of
military operations, and the need for tactical flexibility

and instantaneous decisionmaking at the scene of the
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crisis? Did tensions arise between performance of crisis
missions and maintaining or increasing readiness to perform
wartime missions? If any of these three tensions arose, how
did they affect political-level and tactical-level
decisionmaking? Are such tensions related to decoupling of
stratified interactions and the occurrence of stratified
escalation dynamics?

The third phase of the research design will consist of
a structured, focused comparison of four cases in which a
U.S. Navy ship was attacked during peacetime or crisis
operations: the 1964 Tonkin Gulf Incidents, the 1967 Israeli
attack on the USS Liberty, the 1968 North Korean seizure of
the USS Pueblo, and the 1987 Iraqi attack on the USS Stark.
Peacetime attacks on Navy ships are a particular concern due
to their escalatory potential (which is discussed in the
following section). The purpose of this phase will be to
;trther develop and refine contingent generalizations on the
theory of stratified interaction. The focus will be on how
the naval and military chain of command reacted to the
attack and whether or not crisis management problems arose
from that reaction. The third phase will be presented in
Chapter VIII.

To further develop the contingent generalizations,
four of the previous eight questions will again be answered
in a structured, focused comparison. The four questions

address decoupling of stratified interactions, stratified
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escalation dynamics, misperceptions, and political-military
ctensions.

Question 1. Did interactions at the tactical and
political levels become decoupled during or after the attack
on the Navy ship? Did conditions for decoupling arise
during the crisis? If conditions for decoupling existed,
did national leaders perceive the operational decisions made
by the on-scene commander as interfering with or not
supporting their political-diplomatic strategy for dealing
with the attack? If momentary decoupling occurred in the
crisis, was direct command immediately reimposed or did it
initiate a decoupled interaction sequence?

Question 2. When stratified interactions become
decoupled, what factors inhibit escalation dynamics from
occurring at the tactical level? When tactical-level
interactions do begin escalating in violence, what factors
inhibit escalation dynamics from being transmitted upward to
the strategic and political levels of interaction? Under
what circumstances could these escalation-inhibiting factors
fail, allowing a crisis to escalate uncontrollably to war?

Question 3. Did actions taken with military forces
send inadvertent signals of hostility or acquiescence to
adversaries, or inadvertent signals of encouragement or
retrenchment to allies and friends? Were national leaders
aware of the possibility of their military actions being

misperceived and did this affect their decisionmaking? Did
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inadvertent military incidents occur and how did they affect
efforts to manage the crisis? Under what circumstances did
the inadvertent incidents occur and what factors contributed
to their occurrence? Were national leaders aware of the
possibility of inadvertent incidents and did this affect
their decisionmaking?

Question 4. Did tensions arise between political
considerations and the needs of diplomatic bargaining, on
the one hand, and military considerations and the needs of
military operations, on the other? Did tensions arise
between the need for direct, positive, top-level control of
military operations, and the need for tactical flexibility
and instantaneous decisionmaking at the scene of the
crisis? Did tensions arise between performance of crisis
missions and maintaining or increasing readiness to perform
wartime missions? If any of these three tensions arose, how
did they affect political-level and tactical-level decision-
making? Are such tensions related to decoupling of
stratified interactions and the occurrence of stratified

escalation dynamics?

Focus on Naval Forces

As was noted in the research design, the cases to be
examined all concern the use of United States naval forces
as a political instrument in crises and peacetime attacks on

U.S. Navy ships. There are four reasons for this. First,
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of the branches of the U.S. armed forces, the Navy is the
service called upon most often to respond to crises. The
Navy is on the cutting edge of crisis management. Second,
American leaders and many analysts perceive naval forces as
having important advantages over other types of forces for
crisis response. Third, in spite of the frequency of use
and perceived advantages of naval forces, some U.S. Navy
officers and civilian analysts feel that the role of naval
forces as a political instrument is not well understood.
Fourth, some analysts believe that naval forces have a
greater escalatory potential than do other forces.

Naval forces have long had an important role in the
foreign policies of maritime nations. The United States
Navy in particular has often been called on to serve as an
instrument of national policy. Data on the employment of
the U.S. armed forces as a political instrument collected by
Barry M. Blechman and Stephen S. Kaplan show that U.S. Navy
units were employed in 177 of 215 incidents (83%) between
1945 and 1975, while a follow-on study by Philip D. Zelikow
found that U.S. Navy units were employed in 31 of 44
incidents (70%) between 1975 and 1982.° The U.S. Navy
supports peacetime foreign policy objectives through a

variety of missions, ranging from routine port visits and

9Barry M. Blechman and Stephen S. Kaplan, Force

Without War (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, 1978),
Pp. 38-44; Philip D. Zelikow, "Force Without War, 1975-82.,"
Journal of Strategic Studies 7 (March 1984): 29-54.
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"showing the flag," to presence in strength at the scene of
a conflict and retaliatory attacks against hostile nations.

Wartime combat missions are the fundamental raison d'etre of

navies, but peacetime political missions are their most
common employment.

The U.S. Navy is the branch of the armed forces most
commonly employed as a political instrument due to naval
forces being perceived as having several inherent advantages
for that role. The greatest advantage of naval forces stems
from the medium in which they operate: naval vessels are
free to roam the high seas (the oceans outside of
territorial waters) without restrictions, asserting freedom
of the seas--a principle well-established in international
law.lo The ability of naval forces to establish a visible
U.S. presence in international waters near the scene of a
crigis without intruding into disputed territory or
immediate need of politically sensitive shore bases is an
advantage not shared by land-based forces. The oceans
provide naval forces with wide geographic reach, only the

few nations without sea coasts and beyond the reach of

carier aircraft are not readily influenced by sea power.

1°Laurence W. Martin, The Sea in Modern Strategy (New
York: Praeger, 1967), p. 67; Ken Booth, Navies and Foreign
Policy (New York: Crane Russak, 1977), pp. 33-35; Hedley
Bull, "Sea Power and Political Influence,” in Jonathan
Alford, ed., Sea Power and Influence: 01d Issues and New
Challenges (London: International Institute for Strategic
Studies, 1980), p. 8.
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The mobility and flexibility of naval forces are
assets highly valued by national leaders. Naval forces are
readily moved to a tension area, maneuvered to signal inten-
tions and resolve, and withdrawn when U.S. objectives are
achieved. Endurance, the ability to remain on station in a
tension area for a prolonged period of time, is another
important attribute of naval forces. The endurance of naval
forces allows national leaders to send Navy ships to a
tension area and then wait and see what develops. Although
naval forces in a presence role serve primarily as a visible
symbol of U.S. power and influence, their combat strength is
a central element in their role. The ability of naval
forces to project power ashore on short notice with naval
gunfire, carrier airpower, cruise missiles, and Marine
troops provides national leaders with a wide range of mili-
tary options for conveying carefully crafted threats in
support of diplomatic bargaining. Equally important, these
combat capabilities also provide options for seeking a mili-

tary solution to the crisis should it become necessary.11

11James Cable, Gunboat Diplomacy, 1919-1979, Second
Edition (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1981), p. 67; Edward
N. Luttwak, The Political Uses of Sea Power (Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1974), p. 1. For an illus-
tration of the range of options that naval forces provide
the President in a crisis, see Floyd D. Kennedy, Jr.'s
description of the 1958 Taiwan Straits Crisis in "The
Creation of the Cold War Navy, 1953-1962," in Kenneth J.
Hagan, ed., In Peace and War: Interpretations of American
Naval History, 1775-1984, Second Edition (Westport, CT:

Greenwood Press, 1984), pp. 316-317.
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In contrast, land-based air and ground forces face
numerous political, legal, and logistical constraints on
their ability to be inserted into a tense area. They often
require prepared bases (at least runways), and may not be
welcome on foreign soil. Nationalism is a powerful emotion
in many countries, particularly former colonies, and even
nations desiring U.S. support may be hesitant to incur the
domestic political strife that a foreign military presence
can ignite. Land-based forces have a long and heavy
logistical tail that makes them a cumbersome political
instrument--they cannot be rapidly deployed other than in
small units with low endurance, and once inserted can be
difficult to withdraw. Deployment of land-based forces by
air, or even use of long-range bombers for a show of force,
can be precluded by reluctant allies and other nations
refusing passage through their air space or refusing landing
rights to refuel.

Employment of land-based forces normally entails
inherently greater risks than employment of naval forces due
to the much stronger political signals sent by forces ashore
and their vulnerability to a wider range of threats.

Because land-based forces imply a greater degree of
permanence than do naval forces, land-based forces can
signal a stronger and less flexible of commitment. Even if
a strong signal of commitment was intended, the fact that

land-based forces are difficult to move can inadvertently
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create an actual degree of commitment greater than had been
intended.12

Observers of naval diplomacy have concluded that
changes in the structure and conduct of international
politics since the end of World War II have been the primary
factors causing maritime powers, particularly the United
States, to place greater emphasis on the use of naval forces
as a political instrument relative to land-based air and
ground forces. Starting from the perspective of Robert E.
Osgood and Robert W. Tucker that the destructiveness of
nuclear war and the danger of conflicts escalating to
nuclear war impose constraints on and "regulate" the use of
force,13 James A. Nathan and James K. Oliver contend that
the superpowers have had to search for usable and

controllable forms of military power--instruments of force

which are both potent and responsive to the need for limits

12Martin. pp. 143, 146; Cable, p. 67; Luttwak, p. 1.
The superiority of naval forces over land-based troops and
aircraft was clearly demonstrated during the 1958 Lebanon
Crisis, when Marines were landed with carrier air cover
exactly when the President specified with only twelve hours
notice. Severe logistical problems delayed the deployment
of Air Force and Army units to the theater. See Kennedy,
pp. 320-322.

lsaobert E. Osgood and Robert W. Tucker, Force, Order
and Justice (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press,
1967), pp. 2-40. U.S. naval officers, in somewhat less
analytic terms, had been asserting the existence of a
"regulated” strategic environment for some time. See
Admiral Arleigh A. Burke, "The U.S. Navy's Role in General
War and Conflict Short of General War,"” Naval War College
Review 11 (April 1959): 7-11.
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on their use. They conclude that naval power has been the
type of force best suited for use under these constraints,
largely due to the advantages described above.14 Similarly,
James Cable has observed that "some of the constraints on
the use of American military power to exert international
influence are also such as almost to encourage reliance on
limited naval force for this purpose."15 Other observers
have suggested that domestic political constraints in the
United states have also caused naval forces to be favored

16

over the other armed forces. Thus, there is reason to

believe that in the future naval forces will continue to be

14James A. Nathan and James K. Oliver, The Future of
United States Naval Power (Bloomington: University of
Indiana Press, 1979), pp. 17-18, 35. Also see Burke, pp. 9-
11; and Rear Admiral John D. Chase, "The Function of the
Navy," U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings 95 (October 1969):
30-32. Chase's description of Pax Ballistica is essentially
the same as the regulated strategic environment described by
Osgood and Tucker, but preceded it by a decade.

15

Cable, p. 28.

16Commander Dennis R. Neutze, a Navy lawyer, has
suggested that the 1973 War Powers Act, which requires the
President to consult with Congress when U.S. forces are
introduced into hostilities or a situation of imminent
involvement in hostilities, makes naval forces preferable to
land-based forces. Because naval forces can be deployed
near the scene of a conflict without actually being
introduced into hostilities, they do not activate the
consultation requirement or the sixty-day limit in the War
Powers Act until hostilities are actually initiated. See
Commander Dennis R. Neutze, "Bluejacket Diplomacy: A
Juridical Examination of the Use of Naval Forces in Support
of United States Foreign Policy.," JAG Journal 32 (Summer
1982): 133-134. Although his argument has merit, Presidents
have tended in practice to ignore the War Powers Act when
compliance with it would have interfered with their policy
objectives—--much to the displeasure of Congress.




the branch of the armed forces favored by United States
leaders for crisis response.

The role of naval forces as a political instrument in
peacetime received a great deal of attention in the U.S.
Navy in the early 1970s. Despite the efforts made to
develop concepts and principles of "naval presence,"” as
peacetime naval employment was known, there remains
dissatisfaction with our understanding of such political
missions. Admiral Stansfield Turner stated in 1977, "I
think that we who exercise naval presence do not know enough
about how to fit the action to the situation: how to be sure
that the force we bring to bear, when told to help in some
situation, is in fact the one most appropriate to the circum-

stances."17

Civilian analysts have echoed his concern. 1In
a discussion of the relative importance of peacetime naval
missions, Geoffrey Till emphasized that assessment of such
issues "requires a full and proper understanding what naval
diplomacy is, exactly how it works and what its requirements
are.” But he goes on to warn that "formulations of the
strategy of naval diplomacy have as yet some way to go

18

before these things are achieved."” When naval officers

17Stansfie1d Turner, "Designing a Modern Navy: A
Workshop Discussion," in "Power at Sea: II. Super-Powers and
Navies," Adelphi Papers No. 123 (London: International
Institute for Strategic Studies, 1976), p. 28.

18Geoffrey Till, Maritime Strategy and the Nuclear
Age, Second Edition (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1984), p.
214.
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and analysts alike express concern that the use of United
States naval forces as a political instrument is not well
understood, there &are grounds for questioning how well
United States leaders understand the implications of
employing naval forces for crisis response.

Several observers have expressed concern over the
escalatory dangers associated with the employment of naval
forces. Of particular concern to some observers is the
escalatory pressure that can arise when a U.S. Navy ship is
attacked. Former White House aide Chester Cooper,
commenting on the strong Senate reaction to the 1964 Tonkin
Gulf Incident, described the emotions aroused by attacks on
United States ships:

There is something very magical about an attack on an

American ship on the high seas. An attack on a

military base or an Army convoy doesn't stir up that

kind of emotion. An attack on an American ship on the
high seas is bound to set off skyrockets and the 'Star

Spangled Banner'lgnd 'Hail tu the chief' and

everything else.

George H. Quester and Sean M. Lynn-Jones have expanded upon
Cooper's remarks. Noting that "It is dreadfully dangerous
to sink a major power's warship today," Quester warns that
"the warships of the world have become highly prized invest-
ments, such that the’r loss would be likely to enrage the

publics and governments that matter back home--enrage them

enough to trigger off escalations that neither side might

19"The 'Phantom Battle' that Led to War,"” U.S. News
and World Report, July 23, 1984, p. 66.
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have wanted, thus setting up the deterrence and bluff

20 Along the

mechanisms that are at the heart of 'chicken'."”
same lines, Lynn-Jones observed that "Under conditions of
international tension and superpower rivalry, public opinion
in a liberal democracy is likely to demand retaliation after
a provocation by a major rival. Naval incidents seem to
elicit particularly emotional responses in the United
States." He goes on to add that "Is is, of course,
relatively unlikely that a naval incident could provoke a
nuclear exchange between the United States and the Soviet
Union. ...An incident could, however, increase tensions and
needlessly disrupt negotiations or other political
discourse, much as the U-2 incident of 1960 forced the
cancellation of the Khrushchev-Eisenhower summit."21

Another view is that there is a greater risk of
nuclear war erupting at sea than ashore. This argument has
been made forcefully by Desmond Ball:

The possibility of nuclear war at sea must be
regarded as at least as likely as the occurrence of
nuclear war in other theaters. Indeed, there is
probably a greater likelihood of accidental or unauth-
orized launch of sea-based nuclear weapons, and the
constraints on the authorized release of nuclear

weapons are possibly more relaxed than those that
pertain to land-based systems. Further, there are

20George H. Quester, "Naval Armaments: The Past as
Prologue," in George H. Quester, ed., Navies and Arms
Control (New York: Praeger Publishers, 1980), pp. 6-7.

21Sean M. Lynn-Jones, "A Quiet Success for Arms
Control: Preventing Incidents at Sea," International
Security 9 (Spring 1985): 164.
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several important factors that make it likely that any
major conflict at sea vould es?alatezﬁo a strategic
nuclear exchange relatively quickly.

Incidents at sea between American and Soviet forces have
been identified as a potential catalyst for the nuclear
escalation dangers described by Ball. As John Borawski
notes: "The 1967 Israeli sinking [sic] of the USS Liberty,
and the subsequent US uncertainty as to whether a Soviet
ship had attacked the Liberty, is often cited as an example
of the type of nuclear Sarajevo that could inadvertently
lead to war."23 Thus, there are at least prima facie

reasons for concern that the use of naval forces as a

political instrument in crises has an escalatory potential

22Desmond Ball, "Nuclear War at Sea,"” International

Security 10 (Fall 1985): 28-29. The factors Ball identifies
are the occurrence of accidents at sea, the attractiveness
of ships as nuclear targets, the nuclear weapons launch
autonomy of naval commanders, dual-capable weapons systems
and platforms, offensive Navy anti-submarine warfare (ASW)
strategy (including attacks on Soviet strategic ballistic
missile submarines), incentives for Soviet preemption
arising from the vulnerability of Navy ASW and command and
control systems, the Navy doctrine of offensive operations
in forward areas, Navy tactical nuclear weapons doctrine,
Soviet doctrine for war at sea, and lack of Navy contingency
planning for limiting escalation in a war at sea. Also see
Barry R. Posen, "Inadvertent Nuclear War? Escalation and
NATO's Northern Flank," International Security 7 (Fall
1982): 28-54; Bric J. Grove, "The Maritime Strategy and
Crisis Stability," Naval Forces 8 (6/1987): 34-44.

23John Borawski, "Risk Reduction at Sea: Naval
Confidence-Building Measures," Naval Forces 3 (1/1987):
18. It must be noted that Liberty was not sunk in the
attack. As will be discussed in Chapter VII, no U.S. Navy
commander in the chain of command thought that the Soviets
had conducted the attack, and the commanders in the
Mediterranean knew for a fact that the Soviets could not
have conducted the attack.
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that has not been adequately addressed in studies of naval
diplomacy and crisis management.

The characteristics of naval forces that give then
their advantages as a political instrument also generate
three serious potential problems for crisis management.
First, the political signals sent by naval forces are
particularly prone to being misperceived, inadvertently
sending the wrong signals to allies and adversaries.
Second, the nature of the maritime environment, in which
forces of the two sides in a crisis routinely operate at
point blank range, exacerbates problems of maintaining
control of events. Third, the nature of the naval warfare
environment, which places a premium striking first in
tactical engagements, exacerbates problems of crisis
stability and escalation control. These problems of using
naval forces as a political instrument are examined in
greater detail in Chapter VI.

To summarize, U.S. Navy crisis operations. and
peacetime attacks on U.S. Navy ships will be used as the
historical cases for this study because the Navy is the
service called upon most often to respond to crises,
American leaders and many analysts perceive naval forces as
having important advantages over other types of forces for
crisis response, some U.S. Navy officers and civilian
analysts feel that the role of naval forces as a political

instrument is not well understood, and some analysts believe
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that naval forces have a greater escalatory potential than

do other forces.

Cases and Case Selection

Two sets of historical cases will be used as sources
of empirical data, one set of cases for each phase of the
research design. These cases will be used as sources of
empirical data for deriving the contingent generalizations.
Although essentially the same Questions will be asked in
each case, full-scale case studies will not be conducted.

Bmpirical data for the second phase of the study will
come from four cases in which United States naval forces
were employed in crises: the 1958 Taiwan Straits Crisis, the
1962 Cuban Missile Crisis, the 1967 Middle East War, and the
1973 Middle East War. The criteria for case selection in
the first phase of the research were (a) significant U.S.
naval operations were conducted which influenced the outcome
of the crisis, (b) naval operations were conducted in the
immediate proximity of adversary naval forces or land-based
forces that could threaten naval forces, and (c) there was a
possibility of fighting erupting between the United States
and the other side in the crisis.

Given the large number of crises in which the U.S.
navy has played an important role, case selection was
particularly difficult for this phase of the study. Among

the more prominent cases considered and rejected were the
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1954 Quemoy-Matsu Crisis, the 1958 Lebanon Crisis, the 1970
Jordanian Crisis, and the 1971 Indo-Pakistani War. Although
the 1954 Quemoy-Matsu Crisis and the evacuation of the
Tachen Islands were perhaps as serious as the 1958 case,
there was less tactical-level interaction because China
ceased its harassment of the islands while the U.S. Navy was
on the scene (thus making a naval confrontation an unlikely
source of escalation). The Navy role in the 1956 Suez
Crisis was limited to evacuation of civilians, there was
little tactical-level interaction, and little concern that
the crisis would escalate to war. There was little tactical-
level interaction in the 1958 Lebanon Crisis, little concern
that the crisis would escalate to war with the Soviet Union,
and, after the Marines were landed, little concern that the
U.S. would be involved in a civil war. There was minor
tactical-level interaction in the 1970 Jordanian Crisis, but
the Navy role was small and there was little concern that
the crisis would escalate to war. Although there was
tactical-level interaction and concern among Navy officers
over the Soviet naval threat in the 1971 Indo-Pakistani War,
the Navy role was limited and there was little concern that
the crisis would escalate to war.

Empirical data for the third phase of the study will
come from four cases in which U.S. Navy ships were attacked
in peacetime: the 1964 Tonkin Gulf Incident, the 1967

Israeli attack on the USS Liberty., the 1968 North Korean
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seizure of the USS Pueblo, and the 1987 Iraqi attack on the
USS Stark. The criteria for case selection were (a) the
attack was on a U.S. naval vessel, and (b) the attack
occurred during a crisis or under circumstances that could
have provoked a U.S. military response. The second
criterion excludes limited war situations, such as the
Korean War and the Vietnam War. The four cases that were
selected are of interest because they come closest to
illustrating the circumstances in which stratified
interactions could become decoupled and stratified
escalation dynamics occur.

Although this study will focus on the use of naval
forces as a political instrument, the limitations of this
approach are recognized. Non-naval activities, particularly
diplomatic efforts, may be as important to the success of
naval diplomacy as the actions of the ships at the scene of
tensions. As Ken Booth has reminded, "naval diplomacy is a
matter of diplomats on land as well as ships at sea and of
the role the former can play to ensure that naval messages
are not misperceived."24 Furthermore, it can be difficult
to separate the particular contribution of naval force from
the overall diplomatic and military effort made to resolve a

dispute. Commander James F. McNulty has observed that "it

24Ken Booth, "Foreign Policies at Risk: Some Problems
of Managing Naval Power,"” Naval War College Review 29
(Summer 1976): 15.
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is usually difficult to assess the effect of Naval Presence
alone on decisions which of necessity are made as the
outcome of reaction to a broad range of American signals--
military, economic, and political--perceived by other

nations.“25

Thus, caution must be exercised when attempting
to assess the role of naval forces in achieving a given

political outcome.

Organization of the Study

This study will begin, in Chapter II with a review and
critique of the literature on crises and crisis management.
Chapter III defines the theory of stratified interaction and
its corollaries. Chapter IV examines the mechanisms of
indirect control, providing background on the command and
control procedures that influence the stratification of
crisis interactions. Chapter V discusses tactical-level
military interaction, illustrating the range of interactions
that can occur in crises. Chapter VI explores the use of
naval force as a political instrument in crises, applying
the theory of stratified interaction under the particular
operational circumstances surrounding the use of naval
forces. Examining crisis naval operations will also reveal

the political-military tensions that arise when crisis

25Commander James F. McNulty, "Naval Presence -- The
Misunderstood Mission," Naval War College Review 27
{September-October 1974): 28.
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management objectives and military objectives are pursued
simultaneously.

The next two chapters present the case studies.
Chapter VII presents the second phase of the empirical
research, the four case studies on crisis naval operations.
Chapter VIII presents the third phase of the empirical
research, the four case studies on peacetime attacks on navy
ships. Chapter IX presents the findings of the case studies
and presents the contingent generalizations on stratified
interaction. 1Internal and external factors that appear to
prevent stratified interactions from decoupling will also be
discussed. Chapter X presents conclusions on the theory and

suggests the policy implications of the findings.




CHAPTER II
USE OF FORCE IN CRISES:

A REVIEW AND CRITIQUE

Current concepts and theories on crises and crisis
management have three serious weaknesses. First, the
various political and military interactions that occur
between the two sides in a crisis are assessed in the
context of an implicit single interaction sequence model of
crises. Second, the frequently observed phenomenon of
United St-tes leaders exercising close control over military
operations in crises, combined with a lack of familiarity
with military command and control procedures, has produced
an erroneous view of the manner in which military forces are
controlled in crises. Third, and derived from the two
previous weaknesses, the concept of crisis stability is
inadequately developed and there is a poor understanding of
the escalation processes that could cause a crisis to
escalate to war.

This chapter will review and critique the literature
on crises and crisis management, developing in detail three
major weaknesses in current concepts and theories. The
first section will review basic concepts on international

46
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crises, presenting the perspective on crises that will be
used in this study. The second section will critique the
concept of crisis interaction and explain the weaknesses in
the single interaction sequence model that implicitly
underlies existing crisis theories. The third section will
review basic concepts of crisis management, focusing on the
measures required for national leaders to maintain control
of events in crises. The fourth section will review and
critique the concept of crisis stability, explaining the
weaknesses in current conceptions of crisis stability and
presenting a definition that more accurately reflects the
nature of crisis interaction. The final section will review
a serious problem in crisis management--misperception of
intentions and resolve--and present concepts that more
accurately describe the problems decisionmakers face in

trying to avoid misperceptions when using force in crises.

International Crises

Through journalistic and political license the term
"crisis" has been stretched to describe a wide range of
phenomena. Essentially any problem for which national
leaders do not have a ready solution can, at the whim of
pundits or politicians, be labeled a crisis. The broad
definition of crisis used in the vernacular lacks sufficient
precision for this study because it covers far too wide a

range of political situations.
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The focus of this study is on a particular category of
international crisis: the "acute" international crisis.1
This type of crisis has been defined by Oran R. Young as "a
process of interaction occurring at higher levels of
perceived intensity than the ordinary flow of events and
characterized by: a sharp break from the ordinary flow of
politics; a rise in the perceived prospects that violence
will break out; and significant implications for the
stability of some system or subsystem (or pattern of
relationships) in international politics.“2 Phil Williams
defines such a crisis as "a confrontation of two or more
states, usually occupying a short time period, in which the
probability of an outbreak of war between the participants

3 Along these same

is perceived to increase significantly."
lines, Glenn H. Snyder and Paul Diesing define a crisis as
"a sequence of interactions between the governments of two
or more sovereign states in severe conflict, short of actual

war, but involving the perception of a dangerously high

probability of war."4 Finally, the definition of crisis

1Charles A. McClelland, "The Acute International
Crisis," World Politics 14 (October 1961): 182-205.

2Oran R. Young, The Politics of Force {(Princeton, NJ:
Princetion University Press, 1968), p. 15.

3Phil Williams, Crisis Management (New York: John
Wiley and Sons, 1976), p. 25.

4Glenn H. Snyder and Paul Diesing, Conflict Among
Nations (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1977),
p. 6.
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used in International Crisis Behavior Project headed by
Michael Brecher is that:

a crisis is a situation with three necessary and
sufficient conditions, deriving from a change in its
external or internal environment. All three are
perceptions held by the highest level decision-makers:
1. threat to basic values, with a simultaneous or
subsequent

2. high probability of involvement in military
hostilities, and the awareness of

3. fingte time for response to the external value
threat.

Thus, the essential features of acute international crises
are a confrontation, short of war, between two sovereign
states, and a perception by national leaders of a
significantly increased danger of war breaking out, or at
least greatly increased uncertainty that war can be avoided.
Shortness of duration is has been used by some
observers to distinguish an acute crisis from other crises.6
This is normally done because national leaders tend to feel
severe time constraints and an urgent need to take immediate
action in crises, and because crises that drag out for weeks
or months lose their intense sense of danger as implicit
norms of behavior are tacitly established through actual
practice. However, prolonged crises are at least as likely
to occur as are acute crises, can have as great a potential

to escalate to war, and can be just as threatening to the

5Michael Brecher, Decisions in Crisis: Israel, 1967
and 1973 (Berkeley: University of california Press, 1980),
P. 1 (emphasis is his).

6young, p. 15; Williams, p. 25.
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national interests of the parties involved. Prolonged
crises are certainly worthy of investigation, and have been
somewhat neglected in the crisis literature due to the focus
on short-duration crises.7 Additionally, an acute crisis
can arise during a prolonged crisis if either side takes an
action seriously violating the tacit norms of behavior being
observed. Although the phenomena of interest in this study
are most prominent in short-duration acute crises, they also
occur during the periods of acute crisis that can arise
during a prolonged crisis. Thus, while prolonged crises are
not excluded from this study, when they are addressed
attention will be focused on the periods of acute crisis
within them.

A feature of some crises, which can contribute to
crises being of short duration, is that national leaders
perceive themselves as acting under time constraints--action
must be taken immediately to avert unacceptable losses to
vital national interests.8 The perception of time con-

straints held by leaders of one nation is usually induced or

7sliot A. Cohen, "Why We Should Stop Studying the
Cuban Missile Crisis,"” The National Interest No. 2 (Winter
1985/6): 6.

8Ole R. Holsti, Crisis Escalation War (Montreal:
McGill-Queen's University Press, 1972); p. 9; Charles F.
Hermann, "Some Issues in the Study of International Crisis,"”
in Charles F. Hermann, ed., International Crises: Insights
from Behavioral Research (New York: The Free Press, 1972),
p. 13; Richard N. Lebow, Between Peace and War: The Nature
of International Crises (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1981), p. 12; Brecher, p. 1.
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exacerbated by the actions of the other side in the crisis,
particularly if the crisis was provoked by an attempt at a
fait accompli, or if an ultimatum was presented. The effect
of a perception of time constraints is to raise the level of
stress experienced by national leaders, possibly reducing
the effectivenesss of their analysis and decisionmaking.
Perception of time constraints is a variable rather than a
parameter in crises, and can vary widely in intensity. 1In a
prolonged crisis all the features of crisis are present
except the perception of time constraints. Perception of
time constraints tends to be strong in the type of crisis of
interest to this study, but is not a necessary condition for
an international crisis to exist.

Another feature of international crises is that nation-
al leaders perceive important national interests to be at
stake in the conflict.9 Such perceptions are particularly
intense in acute crises. Examples of national interests
commonly perceived as important enough to warrant a crisis
include the security of the nation and its allies, spheres
of influence or positions of regional political prominence,
international principles such as freedom of the seas or
rights of neutrals, and sources of strategic minerals or
foodstuffs. The nation's reputation as a world power and

its bargaining reputation have sometimes been included as

9Holsti, p. 9; Hermann, p. 13; Williams, p. 25; Lebow,
Between Peace and War, p. 10.
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interests which when threatened can provoke a crisis, but
such interests normally become involved when a threat to one
of the more concrete interests listed above arises, thus
compounding the importance of the interest at stake. It is
the threat to important national interests that generates
the sense of urgency and perceived danger of war in
crises.10

A crisis is fundamentally a bargaining relationship

11 Bargaining relationships are

between the two sides.
marked by interdependence: the ability of each side to
achieve its objectives depends on the decisions and actions
of both sides. Thus each side, in planning its own course
of action, must take into account the objectives and

12

anticipated course of action of the other side. In crisis

10This definition of acute crisis omits surprise as a
characteristic, which is included by Holsti, p. 10, and
Hermann, p. 13. However, a crisis need not surprise nation-
al leaders by its occurrence, and could build up gradually
from a prolonged dispute, so long as it arises in such a way
as to give national leaders the perception that it threatens
serious damage to important national interests. See Snyder
and Diesing, p. 17.

11Thomas C.Schelling, The Strategy of Conflict (Cam-
bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1960), pp. 187-203;
Glenn H. Snyder, "Crisis Bargaining,” in Charles F. Hermann,

ed., International Crises: Insights from Behavioral Research
(New York: The Free Press, 1972), pp. 217-256.

12A decision by one side to seek a military solution
to a crisis, as in a fait accompli, does not necessarily
eliminate bargaining as a feature of the crisis. The
outcome still depends of the decision by the other side
whether to resist or to sacrifice its interests in order to
avoid war. Furthermore, bargaining may continue to achieve
a final resolution of the dispute.
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bargaining the two sides have common or complementary
interests, as well as conflicting interests, otherwise one
or both sides would opt for war rather than engage in crisis

bargaining.13

The advantage of viewing international crises
as a bargaining relationship is that it highlights their
fundamental political nature, which can be obscured by the
military actions taken during crises. To emphasize
bargaining is not to deny that crises are an intense form of
strategic competition over interests perceived as being
vital by national leaders on the two sides. Rather, the
focus on bargaining provides a useful means for
conceptualizing how strategic competition is conducted in
crises.

Bargaining of some sort is, of course, present across
the entire spectrum of international intercourse, from
routine peacetime negotiations to full-scale war. But
international crises stand apart from both peacetime
diplomatic disputes and wartime military conflict due to
their unique political-military nature. 1In crisis bargain-
ing, varying combinations and sequences of persuasion,
coercion and/or accommodation are applied in an effort at
resolving the conflict on favorable terms. Although the

threat of resort to force, even if only as a latent coercive

13Coral Bell refers to this as an "adverse
partnership,” which is marked by "solid common interests as
well as sharp conflicting interests."” The Conventions of
Crisis (London: Oxford University Press, 1971), p. 50.
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threat, is rarely ever totally excluded in peacetime
diplomacy, and political accommodation is rarely ever
totally excluded in wartime hostilities, in crises both the
political and military dimensions are prominent. In an
acute crisis the confrontation has intensified to the point
that coercion--direct, implied, or even latent, including
standing deterrent threats as well as specific threats
related to the crisis--begins to dominate the relationship
and the grounds for accommodation begin to shrink toward
little more than a mutual desire to avoid war. The
prominence of coercion has led some observers to classify
crises as an intermediate status of relations between peace
and war, combining elements of both peacetime accommodation
and wartime coercion.14

Crises consist of a series of bargaining interactions
between the two sides. Bargaining interactions include
formal negotiations, official diplomatic communications,
informal communications via intermediaries or the media, and
actions taken to convey political signals. Focusing on
interaction highlights the interdependence between the two
sides. Decisions made by each side reflect decisions made
by the other side as well as their own objectives, and the
ability of either side to achieve its objectives is

dependent upon decisions made by the other side.

14Glenn H. Snyder, "Crisis Bargaining."” pp. 218, 240;
Snyder and Diesing, p. 10.
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Although a particular type of international crisis--
the acute crisis--has been identified as the focus of this
study, that category still covers a broad range of crisis
phenomena. Not all types of crises are relevant to this
study. It will thus be useful to review the typologies of
crises that have been proposed in the crisis literature.
Coral Bell distinguishes between adversary crises, those
between nations regarding themselves as adversaries, and
intramural crises, those among allies or members of a
regional organization. Williams, and Snyder and Diesing,
draw a similar distinction, excluding intra-alliance crises
from their analyses.15 This is a useful because intra-
alliance crises, though they may be acute politically and
involve explicit coercion, rarely entail risk of war. Thus,
the scope of this study will be limited to adversary crises.

More extensive typologies of crises have also been
proposed. Young proposed six types of crises, based on how

they are initiated: an attempt at a fait accompli, applying

coercive pressure as an indirect response to undesirable
actions, a military response to nonviolent provocation,
military probe provoking a military response, a military
invasion provoking military resistance, and mutual

intervention in political upheaval in a third country.16

15Bell, p. 7; Williams, p. 24; Snyder and Diesing,

p.7.

16Young, p. 22.
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These categories are not particularly useful for analysis of
crises, and serve mainly to illustrate the range of actions
that can provoke a crisis.

A more useful approach is to distinguish among differ-
ent motives for provoking a crisis. Snyder and Diesing
distinguish among three types of crises: the "coercive
bargaining type," a confrontation arising from a challenge
met by resistance, the "war scare" or "security dilemma"
type, arising from fear of imminent attack, and the "prelude
or pretext to an intended attack" type, provoked to justify
a preplanned military move. A hypothetical category, "acci-
dental crises," is excluded by Snyder and Diesing for lack
of empirical evidence that such a crisis has occurred.17
Lebow has proposed a similar scheme of four types of crises:
the "justification of hostility" crisis, used as a causus
belli for war, the "spinoff" crisis, a deliberate hostile
act toward a third country taken to further the prosecution
of a war in progress, the "brinkmanship" crisis, a challenge
to a known interest or commitment of another country in
expectation that the other country will be compelled to back
down rather than fight, and the "accidental" crisis, caused

by an undesired and unsanctioned provocation.18

17Snyder and D .sing, pp. 11-17.

18Lebow, Between Peace and War, pp. 23-97. Lebow
states the 1905 Dogger Bank Incident was an accidental
crisis. See his "Accidents and Crises: The Dogger Bank
Affair," Naval War College Review 31 (Summer 1978): 66-75.
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Contrasting these two schemes, Snyder and Diesing's
coercive bargaining crisis is the same as Lebow's
brinkmanship crisis, and Snyder and Diesing's pretext to
attack crisis is the same as Lebow's justification of
hostility crisis. Snyder and Diesing's arguments for
treating a war scare as a separate category of crisis are
not persuasive. War scare crises are better viewed as a
form of coercive bargaining crisis in which the security
dilemma has a major impact on crisis stability. Lebow's
spinoff crisis also will not be addressed as separate
category because it does not address the motives for the
crisis so much as the circumstances in which it arose. All
spinoff crises fall into either the coercive bargaining or
pretext to attack categories.

Accidental crises, which were excluded by Snyder and
Diesing but included by Lebow, have not been adequately
addressed in the crisis literature. The role of military
accidents in provoking or exacerbating crises has received
attention, but as yet there are not adequate concepts for
dealing with the effects of accidents. This study will not
treat accidental crises as a separate category. Rather,
inadvertent military incidents will be viewed as provoking
or exacerbating one of the other two major categories of
crises--coercive bargaining (brinkmanship) or pretext to
attack (justification for war)--depending on how the two

sides respond to the incident.
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We are thus left with two major categories of crises:
coercive bargaining (brinkmanship) and pretext to attack
(justification for war). Of these two categories, the
coercive bargaining or brinkmanship crisis is the type of
interest in this study. While a pretext to attack or
justification of hostility crisis is certainly an acute
crisis, and could well entail intensive bargaining, the
outcome is preordained to be war.19

Because the role of force as a political instrument in
crises can vary significantly depending on the nature of the
crisis, this study will distinguish between two categories

of crises: direct and indirect. A direct crisis is one in

which the United States is in direct confrontation with

19Ana1ytica1 problems can arise when trying to
distinguish between "pretext to attack"” and "coercive
bargaining"” crises. That the outcome of a crisis was war is
insufficient to establish that crisis as having been a
pretext, it must also be shown that the nation which
precipitated the crisis desired war to be the outcome
regardless of the response by the other side. Complicating
this analysis it the possibility of dual motives in a
coercive bargaining crisis: if the target nation immediately
capitulates to all demands, the initiator suspends his war
plans, but if the target nation resists, the initiator
launches war using the crisis as a pretext. The motives of
the nation precipitating the crisis can also change during
the crisis. A crisis provoked as a pretext for war could
have a non-war outcome if the target nation were to offer
much larger concessions than the initiator had expected to
gain through coercion. Conversely, a crisis provoked for
coercion could result in war if the target nation is un-
willing to accept the initiator's demands and the initiator
then decides to use the crisis as grounds for war. Thus,
while its is useful to distinguish among crises on the basis
of motives, the possibility of dual motives and changes in
motives must be recognized.
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another nation. The seizure of the USS Pueblo in 1968
generated a direct crisis between the United States and

North Korea. The term direct superpower crisis will be used

to describe a direct crisis in which the Soviet Union is the
adversary. The 1962 Cuban missile crisis was a direct

superpower crisis. An indirect crisis is one in which the

United States is involved because it is supporting a friend
or ally who is a direct participant. The 1958 Taiwan
Straits crisis was an indirect crisis between the United
States, supporting allies on Taiwan, and China. The term

indirect superpower crisis will be used to describe an

indirect crisis in which the United States and the Soviet
Union are brought into confrontation by a conflict between
their respective allies or clients. The 1967 and 1973
Middle East Wars generated indirect superpower crises. The
term indirect is used to convey the sense that the outcome
of the crisis, whether or not a Soviet-American war results,
can be influenced by the decisions of the third parties as

well as the decisions made by the two superpowers.20

20See Williams, pp. 130-34. What is referred to in
this study as an "indirect superpower crisis" is described
as a "limited local war" by Yaacov Bar-Simon-Tov. The
difference is primarily one of perspective: this study
focuses on the crisis between the superpowers brought on by
the limited local war, whereas Bar-Simon-Tov's study focuses
on the local war itself. Bar-Simon-Tov provides a superb
analysis of bargaining relationships in this type of crisis
in The Israeli-Egyptian War of Attrition, 1969-1970 (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1980), pp. 17-20.
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In summary, this study will address acute internation-
al crises, which are characterized by a confrontation, short
of war, between two sovereign states, and a perception by
national leaders of a significantly increased danger of war
breaking out. A crisis is a bargaining relationship between
the two sides, and, as such, consists of a series of
interactions between them. Additional features of acute
international crises are that national leaders perceive
important national interests to be at stake in the conflict
and tend to perceive themselves as acting under severe time
constraints. This study will be limited to adversary
crises, excluding intra-alliance crises. Of the two major
categories of crises--coercive bargaining (brinksmanship)
and pretext to attack (justification for war)--the coercive
bargaining crisis is the type that is of interest in this
study. Finally, this study will distinguish between two
categories of crises: direct, in which the United States is
in direct confrontation with another nation, and indirect,
'in which the United States is involved through support of a

friend or ally that is a direct participant.

Interaction in Crises

Previous studies of international crises have
implicitly viewed the various political and military
interactions that occur between the two sides as a single

interaction sequence. This can be seen in the definitions
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of crisis given above: Young describes a crisis as "a
process of interaction," while Snyder and Diesing describe a

21 Because both of

crisis as "a sequence of interactions."”
these analytical schemes focus primarily on top-level
decisionmaking, with little attention to decisionmaking by
military commanders at the scene of a crisis, the flow of
events in a crisis is implicitly viewed as a single sequence
of actions and reactions. This perspective on crisis
interaction will be referred to as the single interaction
sequence model.

The single interaction sequence model does not
accurately describe the complexity of crisis interaction.
What actually occurs in a crisis is multiple interaction
sequences that only partially influence each other. 1In a
crisis, national political leaders on the two sides are
interacting through diplomatic communications and political
signalling, national military leaders are interacting
through the actions taken with their forces, and military
forces in the field are interacting as they respond to
orders from higher authorities and the actions of adversary
forces. Such multiple interaction sequences, evolving
simultaneously and semi-independently, arise when national

leaders do not make all operational decisions themselves,

but must delegate significant decisionmaking authority to

21Young, p. 15; Snyder and Diesing, p. 6.
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subordinates. The single interaction sequence model views
these multiple interaction sequences as a single flow of
events.

The weakness of the single interaction sequence model
is that in subtle ways it leads towards a unitary actor
perspective of national behavior. 1In its pure form, the
unitary actor model assumes that all actions taken by a
nation are at least authorized, if not specifically ordered,
by national leaders. The unitary actor model is typically
used in strategic analyses of the national interests,
objectives, and strategies that lead to crises. Countries
are treated as entities having interests, objectives, and
strategies. The role of organizations and individuals in
the formulation and execution of policy are essentially
ignored. Accidents and the possibility of national leaders
losing control of the momemtum of military actions receive
scant attention. The single interaction sequence model is
compatible with the implicit, even indavertent, assumption
that national leaders have authorized or are in direct
control of the actions taken by their forces in a crisis.

The weaknesses in the unitary actor model are well
recognized, which has lead to widespread use of the bureau-
cratic politics and organizational process models for
analysis of international crises. The bureaucratic politics
model recognizes that the policy perspectives held by parti-

cipants in decisionmaking are shaped by the organizations
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they represent, and that the policy recommendations made by
participants will be influenced by the parochial interests
of their organizations. In the organzational process model
governmental action is viewed as organizational output: the
decisions of government leaders trigger organizational
routines, which primarily determine the nature of the
actions taken. Organizational activity consists largely of
enactment of preestablished routines--the standard operating
procedures and programs which constitute an organization's
repertoire.22

Although the bureaucratic politics and organizational
process models provide a more accurate description of
decisionmaking than does the unitary actor model, they are
not without their faults. The bureaucratic politics model
tends to treat all policy recommendations made to the
President and his closest advisors as having been motivated
primarily by parochial bureaucratic self-interests. There
is thus an inherent bias toward interpreting evidence of
policy disagreements or actions not or”ered by the President

as evidence of bureaucratic politics.23 The model does not

22Graham T. Allison, Essence of Decision: Explaining
the Cuban Missile Crisis (Boston: Little, Brown and Co.,
1971), pp. 78-96, 162-181.

23Stephen D. Krasner, "Are Bureaucracies Important?
(Or Allison Wonderland)," Foreign Policy No. 7 (Summer
1972): 159-79; Robert J. Art, "Bureaucratic Politics and
American Foreign Policy: A Critique," Policy Sciences 4
(December 1973): 467-90; Donald Hafner, "Bureaucratic
Politics and 'Those Frigging Missiles': JFK, Cuba and U.S.
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recognize two other possibilities: first, that conflicting
policy recommendations may be based on considerations of
national interest and the feasibility of various ccurses of
action, rather than bureaucratic self-interest, and, second,
that cabinet-level officals may well base recommendtions on
personal policy preferences or political considerations,
rather than on the interests of their bureaucracies.24

The bureaucratic politics model fails to recognize
that national policies can be shaped by factors other than
the interplay of bureaucratic politics. This is apparent in
the "cult of the offensive" theory of the origins of World
War I. According to this theory, a principle cause for the
outbreak of war was that the armed forces of the European
powers had a bias for offensive military doctrines. Their
bias for the offensive is portrayed as being the result of
parochial organizational interests--autonomy from civilian
control, larger budgets, and prestige--as opposed to

rational analysis of national strategic interests.25

Missiles in Turkey," Orbis 21 (Summer 1977): 307-33; Barton
J. Bernstein, "The Cuban Missile Crisis: Trading the
Jupiters in Turkey?" Political Science Quarterly 95 (Spring
1980): 103.

24Alexander L. George, Presidential Decsisionmaking in
Foreign Policy (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1980), pp. 114-
16.

2SSteven Van Evera, "The Cult of the Offensive and the
Origins of the First World War," International Security 9
(Summer 1984): 58-107; Jack Snyder, "Civil-Military
Relations and the Cult of the Offensive, 1914 and 1984.,"
International Security 9 (Summer 1984): 108-146.
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The "cult of the offensive" theory has come under
criticism for failing to recognize that factors other than
the parochial interests of the militaries also drove the
preference for offensive doctrines. 1In particular, some of
the Buropean powers needed offensive strategies to fulfill
alliance commitments and others had definite policies of
expansion and aggrandizement. Thus, in this example, the
bureaucratic politics model resulted in explanatory factors
other than parochial organizational interests being ignored
and over-emphasis of the role of such interests in shaping
national strategies. Additionally, Jack S. Levy criticizes
the theory for its emphasis on bureaucratic routines as the
causal link between crises and war. Levy argues that while
bureaucratic factors may well lead to an offensive bias,
that bias does not inevitably cause crises to escalate to
war--additional, non-bureacratic, conditions must be present
for war to erupt.26
The organizational process model has similar

problems. It implicitly accepts the simple public
administration distinction between policymaking and policy

implementation. Once the President has decided on a course

26Jack S. Levy, "Organizational Routines and the
Causes of War,"” International Studies Quarterly 30 (June
1986): 193-222; and Scott D. Sagan, "1914 Revisited: Allies,
Offense, and Instability," International Security 11 (Fall
1986): 151-75. Also see the exchange between Snyder and
Sagan in "Correspondence," International Security 11 (Winter
1986-87): 187-98.
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of action, government organizations serve only to carry out
his orders--essentially devoid of their own policymaking
authority. Organizational routines serve only to explain
how presidential orders are corrupted in the process of
implementation. This, in turn, leads to the implicit
assumption that all actions taken by a nation during a
crisis either are ordered by national leaders in pursuit of
their policy objectives, or should not have occurred and
therefore represent a loss of control over events.

This raises the second weakness in the crisis
management literature, which is that it is based on an
erroneous view of the manner in which military forces are
controlled in crises. This apparently resulted from the
frequently observed phenomenon of United States leaders
exercising close control over military operations in crises,
combined with a lack of familiarity with military command
and control procedures. The crisis management literature
typically describes the control of crisis military
operations as being highly centralized, with top-level
civilian authorities exercising direct control--in contrast
to routine peacetime operations, which are described as
highly decentralized and having little involvement of
civilian political authorities. This description fails to
grasp the complexity of military command and control.

Even in crises, military commanders are delegated

significant authority to make operational decisions on the
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employment of their forces--including specified decisions on
the use of force. Under certain circumstances, spelled out
when the delegation of authority was made, military
commanders can use conventional weapons without seeking
permission from higher authorities. The scope of their
authority is spelled out in a variety of documents, which
collectively will be referred to as mechanisms of delegated
command. There are even provisions for commanders to act
contrary to their written instructions when circumstances
dictate.27

Although some scholars have recognized that these
features exist in the United States military command and
control system, the actual complexity of that system has not
fully grasped in the literature on crisis management.28 In
the conduct of military operations, commanders at all levels
in the chain of command have significant decisionmaking
authority and can do much more than simply execute
presidential policy decisions. An understanding of the

mechanisms through which authority to make operational

decisions is delegated to military commanders is essential

27See Chapter VII for a detailed description of
military command and control.

28Two notable exceptions to this lack of awareness are
John Steinbruner, "An Assessment of Nuclear Crises," in
Franklin Griffiths and John C. Polanyi, eds., The Dangers of
Nuclear War (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1980),
pPP. 34-49; Scott D. Sagan, "Nuclear Alerts and Crisis Manage-
ment,"” International Security 9 (Spring 1985): 99-139.
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for accurately assessing the crisis management problems that
arise when military forces are employed in crises.

Returning to the organizational process model, its two
serious flaws can now be seen. First, it fails to recognize
that many government organizations, the armed forces in
particular, are delegated siginificant authority to make

29 The

detailed decisions on how to carry out policies.
normal state of affairs--in crises as well as in peacetime
and war--is for there to be innumerable military actions
taking place that the President is not directly

controlling. Second, the organizational process model fails
to account for the fact that decisionmakers in many
goverment organizations, particularly military commanders,
often face circumstances that had not been anticipated by
national leaders when deciding upon a course of action.
Lower-level decisionmakers can be confronted with a require-
ment to make what is essentially a policy decision without
specific guidance on how to make it or sufficient time to

seek further guidance from higher authority. Thus, the

organizational process model must be modified to account

29Allison, pp. 85-6, recognizes that "Government
action requires decentralization of responsibility and
power,"” but mentions this only as being the reason why
national leaders intervene in the internal processes of
organizations dealing with military and foreign policy. His
model recognizes only one legitimate policymaker, the
President, and treats all other governmental actors as
advisors or administrators without autonomous policymaking
authority.
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for the substantial legitimate decisionmaking authority
routinely delegated to military commanders.

Replacement of the single interaction sequence model
of crises in favor of a model recognizing the existence of
multiple interaction sequences corrects many of these
weaknesses in crisis theory. Each interaction sequence
consists of a series of actions and reactions between
specific groups of decisionmakers on each side. Although
any number of interaction sequences could be postulated,
limited only by the number of decisionmakers capable of
affecting the crisis, this results in a model of excessive
complexity. Instead, a relatively simple model of three
interaction sequences will be used. Each of the three
interaction sequences will be associated with a specific
level in the chain of command, leading to a depiction of
crisis interaction as being stratified into three levels.
This will be referred to as the stratified interaction
model. The stratified interaction model is described in

detail in Chapter III.30

3OAlthough this study is limited to interactions among
military forces, the stratified interaction model can be
applied to any organization that is sufficiently large and
comples that top-level decis onmakers are incapable of
exercising continuous direct control of its myriad
interactions with the environment. Thus, in the U.S.
Government, the stratified interaction model would apply to
the Department of State and other large departments as well
as to the Department of Defense. The model would also
apply, for example, to large corporations and universities.
The organization theory foundations of ithe stratified
interaction model are discussed in Chapter 1IV.
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The fundamental condition necessary for crisis
interaction to be stratified is for the military
establishment to be sufficiently large and complex that
national leaders are incapable of exercising constant,
direct, positive control of the actions of all operational
units which might have an impact on the crisis. This
condition is clearly met in the military establishments of

31 It can also be

the United States and the Soviet Union.
met in the military establishments of much smaller nations
if national leaders do not have the capability or desire to
exercise direct control of their forces.

When constant, direct, positive control of operational
forces is not being exercised, different sets of decision-
makers are delegated authority to make specified operational
decisions. Their decisionmaking authority is bounded by the
existing conditions of delegated command, which could range

from being tightly controlled to being essentially

autonomous. Even forces under the direct control of the

31Paul Bracken contends that this condition arises in
the control of nuclear weapons: "In neither country [the
United States and the Soviet Union] do leaders have the
tight central control over nuclear arsenals offered in pub-
lic relations statements. Instead, they rely on the vast
organizations which are needed to manage the complex integra-
tion process. This has profound implications for maintain-
ing political control over nuclear forces as they go on
alert and operats in war." The Command and Control of
Nuclear Forces (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1983),
p. 8. He also demonstrates that similar conditions pervade
military command and intelligence systems--conventional as
well as nuclear.
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President retain a certain amount of decisionmaking
authority, which cun be substantial in some circumstances.

The fact that different sets of decisionmakers are
responsible for making different operational decisions does
not in itself lead to stratified interaction. Hypothetical-
ly, if all of those decisionmakers possessed identical
beliefs, objectives, and perceptions, the operational
decisions they make would be the same ones that national
leaders would make if exercising positive control.32

rganization theory explains why this hypothetical

situation will not necessarily be the case. Different
organizations and sub-organizations possess distinct belief
systems, referred to as an "organzational essences" or
"bureaucratic ideologies" in organization theory, which
shape the perceptions of their members. 1In military
organizations, organizational belief systems become
formalized in the strategic and tactical doctrines
formulated for employment of their forces. Such doctrines
typically vary widely among military organizations.
Decisionmaking in organizations is bounded by cognitive
limits on rationality, which generate a range of mechanisms
for simplifying environmental complexity, coping with

ambiguity, and dealing with value complexity. A principle

32This is the assumption that is made in the "unitary
actor"” model of national behavior. For example, see Bruce
Bueno de Mesquita, The War Trap (New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press, 1981), pp. 20-23.
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effect of the cognitive limits on decisionmaking is to give
prominence to the beliefs and perceptions held by individual
decisionmakers. Thus, there are ample theoretical grounds
for expecting that military commanders will make operational
decisions different from thuse that nationzl leaders would
have made if they had been in a position to make them.33

Paul Bracken's concept of "tightly coupled forces” is
an important contribution toward a more accurate understand-
ing of how the U.S. command and control system affects
crisis interaction. Bracken contends that U.S. and Soviet
nuclear forces are tightly coupled due to two features of

their respective command and control systems: vertical

integration of early warning sensors with operational

33On organizational ideology see Philip Selznick, TVA
and the Grass Roots (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1953), pp. 47-50; Anthony Downs, Inside Bureaucracy
(Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1967), pp. 237-46; Morton H.
Halperin, Bureaucratic Politics and Foreign Policy (Washing-
ton, DC: Brookings Institution, 1974), pp. 26-8. On
military doctrine as a belief system see Richard K. Betts,
Soldiers, Statesmen, and Cold War Crises (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1977), pp. 115-26.

On cognitive limits on decisionmaking see Herbert A.
Simon, "A Behavioral Model of Rational Choice," in Herbert
A. Simon, ed., Models of Man: Social and Rational (New York:
John Wiley and Sons, 1957), pp. 241-60; James G. March and
Herbert A. Simon, Organizations (New York: John Wiley and
Sons, 1958), Chapter 6; Herbert A. Simon, "Theories of
Decision-Making in Economics and Behavioral Science,"
American Economic Review 49 (June 1959): 253-83; Richard M.
Cyert and James G. March, A Behavioral Theory of the Firm
(Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1963), pp. 116-125;
John D. Steinbruner, The Cybernetic Theory of Decision: New
Dimensions of Political Analysis (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1974), pp. 88-139. On methods of coping
wirh cognitive limits, see George, Presidential Decision-
making, pp. 25-53.
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nuclear forces on each side, necessary to reduce their
vulnerability to surprise attack, and a de facto coupling of

U.S. and Soviet forces through each side's warning and

34

intelligence networks. Mutual coupling can drive an

interaction process between Soviet and American nuclear

forces:

This mutual coupling occurs because a
threatening Soviet military action or alert can be
detected almost immediately by American warning and
intelligence systems and conveyed to force
commanders. The detected action may not have a clear
meaning, but because of its possible consequences
protective measures must be taken against it. The
action-reaction process does not necessarily stop
after two moves, however. It can proceed to many
moves and can, and often does, extend from sea-based
forces to air- and land-b ged forces because of the
effect of tight coupling.

This actior-reaction process can produce what Bracken calls
"a mutually reinforcing alert,” in which U.S. and Soviet
actions prompt increasingly higher alert levels on both
sides. A mutually reinforcing alert, in turn, would
exacerbate political tensions because of the near
impossibility of distinguishing precautionary military moves
from hostile political moves.36
Bracken's concept of tight coupling is an important

contribution to understanding crisis interaction, but it

does not convey the actual complexity of the relationships

34Bracken, pp. 54-65.

351pid., pp. 59-60.

361pid., pp. 64-65.
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between American and soviet forces. Two modifications to
Bracken's concept are needed to derive the stratified
interaction model. First, national leaders are not
necessarily an integral element in all aspects of the
vertical integration of sensors with forces: some major
warning and intelligence systems are directly linked to the
commanders of operational military forces, who have been
been delegated authority to take certain actions on the
basis of warning provided by those systems without further
orders from national leaders. Bracken makes this clear in
his description of the command and control system, but
includes national leaders in the action-reaction loop when
describing the process of mutually reinforcing alerts. To a
degree, that process can proceed without national leaders
specifically having to order alerting actions as military
commanders act in compliance with their standing orders.

The second modification to Bracken's model is that

U.S. conventional forces are vertically integrated with

warning and intelligence systems, and tightly coupled with
Soviet conventional forces, in a manner similar to nuclear
forces. The reasons for this are the same: the ability of
U.S. conventional forces to successfully execute their
wartime missions can be crucially dependent on stratecgic
warning of an impending Soviet attack. This is most clear
in NATO, where the alliance defense strategy is based on

having sufficient warning to complete essential defensive
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preparations. It is also true for the U.S. Navy, whose
Maritime Strategy is founded on early and rapid surging of
naval forces to key forward operating areas. An action by
either side to increase the readiness of major conventional
force commands is readily detected by the command on the
other side responsible for dealing with that threat, which
then takes actions to compensate for the changed strategic
situation. This is the normal state of affairs in
peacetime. As a crisis situation emerges the tightness of
coupling between the conventional forces of the two sides
actually increases as surveillance efforts are stepped up
and focused on those adversary forces most likely to play an
immediate role in the crisis.

In some military environments, particularly in naval
warfare, U.S. and Soviet forces are tightly coupled down to
the tactical level. At any given moment U.S. and Soviet
tactical forces are operating in close proximity in several
parts of the world: their naval forces routinely intermingle
on the high seas, their ground forces are within sight of
each other along the border between East and West Germany,
and their surveillance aircraft are monitoring and being
monitored by each other's air defense systems. Because a
surprise attack by either side could be tactically decisive
in an individual engagement, operational forces on both
sides keep their adversary under close and constant

surveillance. An action by either side's tactical forces to
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increase their readiness or improve their tactical situation
is readily detected by the other side's tactical forces in
the vicinity, which then take actions to compensate for the
changed tactical situation. Again, this is the normal state
of affairs in peacetime, and the intensity of surveillance
increases as the level of tensions rise in a crisis--further
tightening the coupling between the forces of the two sides.

Thus, the actual situation is that the tight coupling
of U.S. and Soviet forces is stratified into tight coupling
at two levels: the major command level, including strategic
nuclear forces and other major commands, and the tactical
level, encompassing operational units in close proximity in
the field or at sea. Significant information on the status
of the other side’'s forces flows directly to military
commanders at these levels from organic sensors under their
control and dual reporting from intelligence sources outside
their commands. Military commanders are only partially
dependent on the chain of command to tell them what the
adversary is doing, and are delegated authority to take
certain specified measures to adapt the readiness of their
forces to changes in the adversary's forces. Military
commanders are obligated to immediately report such actions
to their superiors, thus allowing their orders to be

37

countermanded, if necessary. The key point is that within

37See Chapter IV for a detailed discussion of military
command and control.
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specified limits, control of U.S. operational forces is
delegated widely to commanders with their own sources of
intelligence on Soviet forces.

In summary, interaction between the two sides in
crises has been viewed in terms of an implicit single
interaction sequence model that does not accurately describe
the complexity of crisis interaction. The weakness of the
single interaction sequence model is that in subtle ways it
leads toward an implicit assumption that national leaders
are in control of the actions taken by their nation in a
crisis. The bureaucratic politics and organizational
process models do not entirely correct this weakness and
have serious problems of their own. The key to correcting
these weaknesses is a more accurate understanding of the
complexity of the military command and control system, in
which military commanders are delegated significant
decisionmaking authority.

A model containing three interaction sequences--each
sequence associated with a specific level in the chain of
command--will be used. Crisis interaction is stratified
when the military establishment of a country is sufficiently
large and complex that national leaders are incapable of
exercising direct control over all operational units that
could have an impact on a crisis. Paul Bracken's concept of
"tightly coupled forces"--modified by the observation that

tight coupling is stratified, occurring separately at the
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strategic and tactical levels--then explains how interaction

sequences can arise.

Crisis Management

A nation confronted by a crisis can choose from among
three gerneral strategies for dealing with it: capitulation,
war, or crisis management. As defined by Williams, "crisis
management is concerned on the one hand with the procedures
for controlling and regulating a crisis so that it does not
get out of hand and lead to war, and on the other hand with
ensuring that the crisis is resolved on a satisfactory basis
in which the vital interests of the state are secured and

n38 These two elements are also central to the

protected.
definition of crisis management used by Snyder and Diesing:
first, exercise of detailed control by the top leadership in
order to to avoid war, and, second, efforts by national
leaders "to advance or protect their state's interests, to
win or at least to maximize gains or minimize losses, and if
possible to settle the issue in conflict so that it does not

39 This is the definition of crisis

produce further crises."”
management that will be used in this study.
The essence of the crisis management problem is to

find the optimum balance between efforts to advance or

38Williams, p. 30.

39Snyder and Diesing, p. 207.
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protect naticnal interests, and efforts to avoid war.
Williams describes crisis management as an attempt to
balance attainment of national goals in the bilateral
competition against efforts to avoid the shared danger of
war.40 Similarly, Snyder describes crisis management as
balancing coercion against disaster avoidance, and balancing

41 This conceptualiza-

accommodation against loss avoidance.
tion of crisis management as balancing between pursuit of
national interests and avoidance of war will be a foundation
for the concept of political-military tensions to be
developed in Chapter III.

The ability of national leaders to maintain control
over events is a central problem in crises. Decisionmakers
commonly perceive that a crisis can develop a self-
sustaining force or impetus of its own, degrading their

ability to control events.42

According to Thomas C.
Schelling, "It is the essence of a crisis that the
participants are not fully in control of events; they take
steps and make decisions that raise or lower the danger, but

in a realm or risk and uncertainty."43 Thus, maintaining

4OWilliams, p.- 29.

41Glenn H. Snyder, "Crisis Bargaining," p. 240. Also
see Snyder and Diesing, p. 270.

42Young, pp. 19-20; Williams, p. 26.

43Thomas C. Schelling, Arms and Influence (New Haven,
CT: Yale University Press, 1966), p. 97.
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control over events also means maintaining control of risks,
particularly the risk of war breaking out inadvertently.

On the other hand, Schelling's description of
brinkmanship as "manipulating the shared risk of war,"” and
his concept of "the threat that leaves something to chance"
do not convey an accurate image of how national leaders
manage crises.44 Snyder has observed that, while delegating
control of military operations to subordinate commanders (or
threatening to do so) can be used as a coercive tactic in
crisis bargaining, national leaders normally emphasize
maintaining direct control of military forces in order to
avoid war.45 Thus, Schelling's concepts of manipulation of
risk and the threat that leaves something to chance are
better viewed as interpretations of the nature of crisis
interaction, rather than as strategies consciously employed
by national leaders in crises.

National leaders can be confronted with serious
problems in attempting to maintain control over events in a
crisis. Glenn Snyder identifies four "autonomous risks"
that could cause a loss of control over events: military
action being driven by its own logic and momentum, national
leaders losing control over their military commanders, lack

of military options other than escalatory war plans, and

431pid., pp. 99-105; Schelling, Strategy of Conflict,
pp. 187-203.

45

Glenn H. Snyder, "Crisis Bargaining,"” pp. 244-245.
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impairment of rational calculation by psychological factors
under the stress of a crisis.46 This study will treat these
problems somewhat differently, but Snyder's list of
autonomous risks is a useful summary of the types of
concerns that have been raised in the crisis managment
literature.

A wide range of actions can be taken with military
forces during a crisis in pursuit of military and political
objectives. Coral Bell identifies "signals," threats or
offers communicated to the other side, as the basic
instrument of crisis management, and notes that some of the
most effective signals are movements of military
resources.47 As Bell suggests, political signalling is a
primary function of military forces in crises, competing
with or even overshadowing their nominal military missions.
Alexander L. George lists five general uses to which
military forces can be put in crises: reducing the
vulnerability and increasing the readiness of theater and
strategic nuclear forces, signaling limited intentions and
an interest in avoiding escalation, engaging in a test of
military capabilities within restrictive ground rules,
conveying military threats for coercive pressure in

bargaining, and deterring escalation by the adversary and

461pida., p. 241.

478e11, p. 73.
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neutralizing his coercive threats.48

These categories show
the ways in which military forces serve both political and
military purposes in crises.

Although attempts have been made to draw distinctions
between actions taken for military purposes and actions
taken for political purposes, virtually all military actions
undertaken in a crisis have a dual political-military
nature. Actions taken for military purposes, such as
increasing the readiness or reducing the vulnerability of
military forces, can have political impact if perceived as a
signal of hostile intent. Conversely, actions taken for
political purposes, such as withdrawing forces from a
contested area to signal limited objectives or increasing
forces in a contested area to apply coercive or deterrent
pressure, can have military impact by shifting the local
balance of forces and altering the capabilities available to
local military commanders. In a crisis, political missions
such as coercion and signalling intentions are assigned to
forces that must also be ready for limited combat operations
and the possibility of sudden escalation to full-scale war.

Studies of crisis management have identified stringent

requirements for its success. Foremost among these, as Bell

points out, are imposing limits on the military means

48Alexander L. George, "Crisis Management: The
Interaction of Political and Military Considerations,”
Survival 26 (September/October 1984): 229-33.
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employed that are commensurate with the limited ends of
military action in crises, and maintaining close diplomatic
control of military measures.49 The basic requirement that
national leaders maintain close control of military
operations is central to the more detailed lists of
requirements and techniques proposed in other studies.

In addition to the "political” requirements of crisis
management--limiting objectives and the means employed to
secure those objectives--George also identifies seven
"operational” requirements for crisis management: First,
political authorities must control military operations,
including details of deployments and low-level actions as
well as selection and timing of the moves. Second, the
tempo of military operations may have to be deliberately
slowed, creating pauses for the exchange of diplomatic
signals, assessment, and decisionmaking. Third, military
actions have to be coordinated with diplomatic actions in an
integrated strategy for resolving the crisis acceptably
without war. Fourth, military actions taken for signalling
purposes must send clear and appropriate signals consistent
with diplomatic objectives. Fifth, military options should
be avoided that give the adversary the impression of an
impending resort to large-scale warfare, possibly prompting

him to pre-empt. Sixth, military end diplomatic options

495011, 49.
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should be chosen that signal a desire to negotiate a
solution to the crisis rather than to seek a military
solution. Seventh, military options and diplomatic
proposals should leave the adversary a way out of the crisis

50 These crisis

compatible with his fundamental interests.
management requirements have important implications for
manner in which military force is used and controlled in
crises.

Ole R. Holsti has identified six crisis management
techniques, four of which address the use of force in
crises: First, avoiding steps that seal off "escape
routes." This precludes military actions which the other
side would perceive as leaving it no way out of the crisis
other than war. This technique places limits on military
options, calling for carefully limited use of force as
opposed to drastic, precipitous military actions. Second,
orchestrating actions, particularly military actions, with
declarations of intent so as to use multiple channels of
communication to convey the same message. This also affects
the employment of military forces, requiring that their
actions be coordinated with diplomatic moves for signaling

purposes. Third, making efforts to slow the pace of crisis

50George, "Crisis Management," p. 226. An earlier,
slightly different version of this list appeared in h’s "The
Development of Doctrine and Strategy,” in Alexander L.
George, David K. Hall, and William E. Simons, The Limits of
Coercive Diplomacy (New York: Little, Brown and Co., 1971),
pp. 8-11.
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events. This requires dampening the tempo of military
operations, which typically emphasize speed of execution for
tactical success. Fourth, keeping responsible policy makers
in control of the details of implementation as well as broad
strategic decisions. This raises the civil-military
relations issue of who is tc control execution of military
operations in the field, and whether political or military
considerations should govern operational decisions.51

The requirements and techniques identified by George
and Holsti are similar. Both emphasize close control of
military operations by national leaders, and tailoring of
military options to support crisis bargaining and avoid
escalation of the crisis.

A significant weakness in the crisis managment
literature is that, with few notable exceptions, there has
been scant recognition that tensions can arise in attempting
to reconcile military considerations with crisis management
requirements. This arises from the nature of crisis
management: the objective is to protect vital national
interests as well as to avoid war, and military force is
being employed for signaling and coercion. Secretary of
Defense Robert S. McNamara contributed to, and may have
originated, the lack of attention to the military dimension

of crisis management when he asserted in the wake of the

Slyolsti, pp. 221-226.
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Cuban Missile Crisis that "Today there is no longer any such
thing as strategy, there is only crisis management."52
McNamara overlooked that there are requirements for
effective employment of military force just as there are
requirements for effective crisis management, and conflicts
may arise between the two sets of requirements.

Alexander L. George rejects McNamara's antithesis
between strategy and crisis management, observing that "in
reality, policy-makers need to employ broad strategic
principles to help them to reconcile and integrate, however
imperfectly, the often competing requirements of force and

diplomacy."s3

Although he makes it clear that political
considerations are paramount and that close presidential
control of military operations is crucial for effective
crisis management, George points out that "there are likely
to be severe limits on the ability of top-level political
authorities to orchestrate military operations and serious
risks if they attempt to carry 'micro-management' of

military forces too far."54

This is an crucial point that
has received little attention in crisis management studies.
The nature of the tensions that can arise between

political and military considerations in a crisis have been

52Quoted in Bell, p. 2.

53George, "Crisis Management," p. 224.

S41pid., p. 233.
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described by Eliot A. Cohen in an assessment of the Cuban
Missile Crisis:

The events of October 1962 created considerable

tension between military men seeking to protect those

under their command, in the event of an outbreak of
war, and politicians seeking to give the other side

time to think and give in. Had men in fact died as a

result, had ships sunk or airplanes fallen by the

score, the crisis in civil-military relations would

have taken a more dramatic turn, one in which, I

suspect, civilian leaders would have accommggated

commanders far more than they actually did.

Thus, the weakness in the crisis management literature is
that it has not recognized that important, legitimate
military considerations arise when military forces are
employed as a political instrument in crises, and that
tensions can arise in attempting to reconcile military
requirements with crisis management requirements. Crisis
management did not replace military strategy--other than in
the minds of some social scientists--it created complex
challenges for effective formulation and execution of
military strategy on behalf of political-diplomatic
objectives.

In summary, crisis management is the exercise of
detailed control of diplomatic and military activities by
national leaders in order to to avoid war while attempting
to advance their state's interests or protect those

interests against losses during a crisis. The essence of

the crisis management is to find the optimum balance between

55Eliot A. Cohen, p. 6.
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efforts to advance or protect national interests, and
efforts to avoid war. Political signalling is a primary
function of military forces in crises. Virtually all
military actions undertaken in a crisis have a dual
political-military impact: sending political signals and
affecting the balance of military capabilities. Foremost
among the requirements for the success c¢f{ crisis management
are imposing limits on the military means employed which are
commensurate with the limited ends being sought, maintaining
close top-level control of military measures, and carefully
tailoring military options to support crisis bargaining and
avoid escalation. A serious weakness of the crisis
management literature is that it has not adequately
addressed the tensions that can arise between these crisis

management requirements and military considerations.

Crisis Stability

The third weakness in the crisis management literature
is that the concept of crisis stability is poorly developed
and there is a poor understanding of the escalation
processes that could cause a crisis to escalate to war.
Crisis stability is viewed as being primarily a function of
weapons technology., particularly the degree to which it
¢gives an advantage to the offense, and military doctrine,
partienlarly doctrines emphasizing the superiority of the

offensive. Lacking is an appreciation of the operational
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factors that affect crisis stability once a decision is made
to employ military forces in a crisis. The escalation
processes that could cause a crisis to escalate to war are
also poorly developed. There is growing concern over
inadvertent or accidental war, but these concepts are not
well defined and there is a very low probability that any of
the scenarios would occur.

The definition of crisis stability generally accepted
in the crisis management literature is that crisis stability
exists when neither side has an incentive to strike the
first military blow, launching a preemptive attack on the
other side. Alexander George adds a second dimension:
crisis stability exists when neither side perceives that
crisis management had broken down and cannot be restored.
Thus, crisis stability is a function of the strategies each
side is pursuing in the crisis as well as a function of
weapons technology. This will be discussed further below.

The concept of crisis stability has generally been
used to assess the stability implications of particular
weapons technologies and force postures. Weapons that
enhance crisis stability are survivable, providing an
assured retaliatory capability., and do not provide first
strike capabilities for use against the other side. Weapons
that degrade crisis stability are vulnerable to preemptior,
potentiallv confronting leaders with a "use them or lose

them"” dilemma in a crisis. The most destabilizing weapons
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are those which are valuable for launching a first strike--
such as by providing a rapid, precise hard-target kill
capability--but which are themselves vulnerable to
preemption. Crisis stability as a technological
characteristic is also applied to command and control
systems: survivable systems enhance stability by ensuring
that retaliation can be executed, while vulnerable systems
degrade stability by providing the other side an incentive
to preempt for damage limitation purposes.56

Although this definition of crisis stability is useful
for assessing weapons and force postures, it is too narrowly
focused on technology for the purposes of this study. What
is needed is a broader definition encompassing the full
range of factors which could cause efforts at crisis manage-
ment and escalation control to fail, resulting in war.

The concept of the security dilemma, originally
proposed by Herbert Butterfield, provides a useful

foundation for defining a broader concept of crisis

56Bernard Brodie, Strategy in the Missile Age
(Princeton, NG: Princetion University Press, 1959), pp. 300-
303; Lebow, Between Peace and War, pp. 238-242; Holsti, pp.
228-233; and Schelling, Arms and Influence, pp. 224-225, 234-
235. On the role of command and control system vulner-
ability in the security dilemma, see Phil Williams, "Crisis
Management: The Role of Command, Control and Communica-
tions,"” RUSI Journal 128 (December 1983): 33-39; Garry3D.
Brewer and Paul Bracken, "Some Missing Pieces of the C71I
Puzzle,"” Journal of Conflict Resolution 28 (September 1984):
451-469; and Bruce G. Blair, Strategic Command and Control:
Redefining the Nuclear Threat (Washington, DC: Brookings
Institution, 1985), pp. 284-285.
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stability.57 The security dilemma, as defined by Robert
Jervis, is that "many of the means by which a state tries to
increase its security decrease the security of others."58
According to Jervis the intensity of the security dilemma is
a function of three factors: (a) the condition of anarchy in
international politics, in which states tend to pursue
security unilaterally rather than accept the risks of
cooperation with potential adversaries; (b) geography,
commitments, and beliefs, which can create the perception
that the security of the state and its interests (such as
territories abroad, commerce, and allies), requires the
ability to take offensive action against others; and (c) the
perception that military technology and geography give
offense a strategic advantage over defense, which can be
exacerbated by difficulty in distinguishing defensive from
offensive weapons. When a decisive advantage can be gained
by striking first, such as when military forces are
vulnerable to preemption, even a status quo power without
expansionist objectives has an incentive to strike first.59

The security dilemma is used by Butterfield and Jervis

primarily to explain how arms races and international

57Herbert Butterfield, History and Human Relations
({London: Collins, 1951), pp. 19-20.

58Robert Jervis, "Cooperation Under the Security
Dilemma," World Politics 30 (January 1978), p. 169.

59

Ibid., pp. 167-214.




92
tensions arise from unilateral efforts by states to protect
their security and maintain the balance of power. But
Jervis suggests it also applies to crisis stability: "The
second aspect [of the offense-defense balance]--whether it
is better to attack or defend--influences short-run
stability. When the offense has the advantage, a state's
reaction to international tension will increase the chances
of war." The reason for this is that when there are
incentives for preemption and reciprocal fear of surprise
attack, "There is no way for the state to increase its
security without menacing, or even attacking, the other."60
In Jervis' view, this problem arises from the existence of
the security dilemma as a feature of international politics,
as opposed to being a phenomenon unique to crises.

Before applying the security dilemma to crisis
stability, a expansion of Jervis' definition is needed.
Reciprocal fear of surprise attack and incentives for
preemption arise from three sources: the perceived impact of
weapons technology on the nature of warfare, perceptions of
the adversary's military strategy and doctrine, and the

operations being conducted by military forces.61

601pid., p. 188.

61This is derived from Schelling's description of how
weaponry influences the nature of crises and the processes
by which wars start: "To impute this influence to
‘'weaponry' is to focus too narrowly on technology. It is




93

The perceived impact of weapons technology on the
nature of warfare exacerbates the security dilemma in
crises. The offense-defense balance applies to all aspects
of warfare: conventional ground, air, and naval warfare, as
well as strategic nuclear warfare. Wwhen the prevailing
weapons technologies in a particular area of warfare are
perceived as giving an inordinate advantage to offensive
action or being the first to strike, military commanders
will have a strong incentive to preempt. The offense-
defense balance varies across warfare areas: as will be
explained in the next chapter, naval warfare is especially
offense-dominant, resulting in great stress being placed on
striking first.

The perceived impact of weapons technology on the
offense-defense balance is not the only factor exacerbating
the security dilemma, perceptions of military strategy and
doctrine are equally important. 1In fact, the difficulty of
distinguishing offensive from defensive weapons tends to
make strategy and doctrine more important than technology.
Most weapons, including virtually all conventional weapons
not emplaced in fixed fortifications, can be used with
nearly equal effectiveness for offense or defense. Their

offensive or defensive nature is predominantly a function of

weapons, organization, plans, geography, communications,
warning systems, intelligence, and even beliefs and
doctrines about the conduct of war that together have this
influence.” Arms and Influence, p. 234.
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the military strategy and doctrine prescribing how those
weapons will be used in war.

In assessing the threat posed by a potential enemy's
forces and in making contingency plans against that threat,
decisionmakers attempt to estimate the adversary's

intentions.62

Estimating intentions, in turn, requires
either estimating or make assumptions about how the
adversary would use its forces in wartime, which is the
essence of military strate,jy and doctrine. Thus, the
security dilemma can arise from perceptions held by each
side that the other side has adopted an offensive military
strategy or a military doctrine emphasizing preemption or
surprise attack. In circumstances of mutual perceptions of
offensive strategies, actions taken by each side to increase
its security, even when motivated by defensive intentions,
will be perceived by the other side as decreasing its

63

security. This idea in implicit in Jervis' definition of

62J. David Singer, "Threat Perception and the Armament
Tension Dilemma," Journal of Conflict Resolution 2 (March
1958): 93-94; Dean G. Pruitt, "Definition of the Situation
as a Determinant of International Action," in Herbert C.
Kelman, ed., International Behavior: A Social-Psychologi.:l
Analysis (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1965),
p.400; Raymond Cohen, Threat Perception in International
Crisis (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1979), p.5.

63The worst case from a crisis stability perspective
is when both sides in a conflict have adopted offensive
strategies, and accurately perceive that the other side has
adopted an offensive strategy. Under these circumstances
each side has an incentive to strike first so as to be able
to effectively execute its own strategy and preempt the
enemy from executing his. The "cult of the offensive"
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the security dilemma, but is subordinated to his emphasis on
technology.

The third source of the security dilemma is the
operations being conducted by military forces.64 In his
study of threat perception, Dean G. Pruitt identifies
military actions as an important source of evidence used to

65 That military

infer the intentions of an adversary.
operations are used as an indicator of intent is, of course,
the basis for using military forces for signalling in
crises. But crisis military operations also help to define
whether the forces being employed have an offensive or
defensive purpose. Military operations can thus perform the
same function as strategy and doctrine: defining or
signalling the offensive or defensive nature of forces that
whose technological characteristics make them suitable for
either role. Naval vessels, for example, may appear
defensive when kept close to their homeports, far from the

scene of a crisis, but appear offensive to an adversary when

deployed off his coast. This can occur regardless of the

school of thought contends that this was the strategic
environment in 1914, when a relatively minor incident
rapidly escalated to war. See Van Evera, pp. 58-107; and
Jack Snyder, "Civil-Military Relations," pp. 108-146

64Scott Sagan refers to this as "the operational
dimension of crisis stability."” See Sagan, "Managing
Strategic Nuclear Alert Operations,"” (Santa Monica, CA:
Rand, forthcoming, 1988).

65

Pruitt, pp. 403-404.



96
intention of the deployment, which could well be defensive
or deterrent. Similarly, forward deployed naval vessels can
appear to have offensive purposes even when the national
strategy they support is essentially defensive or deter-
rent. Military operations can also reinforce perceptions of
strategy and Qoctrine, appearing to confirm estimates or
assumptions that an adversary holds an offensive strategy.

To apply the security dilemma idea to analysis of
crisis stability, this study will use the concept of the

crisis security dilemma: In a crisis, many of the actions a

state takes to increase its security and improve its
bargaining position decrease the security of c he adversary,
at least in his perception. This is a particular case of
the security dilemma as defined by Jervis. The primary
difference is that in a crisis the most important sources of
the dilemma are the military strategies and doctrines of the
two sides, and especially the military operations being
conducted by the two sides. Under normal (non-crisis)
peacetime conditions, the "many actions" Jervis refers to
are primarily force posture and weapons procurement
decisions, in which the technological characteristics of the
forces play an important role in determining the offense-
defense balance. In a crisis, decisionmakers focus on the
adversary's immediate intentions and the actions he is
taking with his military forces, making these factors

predominant in determining the offense-defense balance. The
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implication is that the security dilemma can be much more
severe in a crisis, when military forces are being used for
coercive and deterrent threats.

A cecond aspect of crisis stability that is not well
developed in the existing literature is escalation from
crisis to war. Concepts that have been used to address this
topic include the escalation spiral and accidental or
inadvertent paths to war. Although some of these concepts
are useful, they have not been well integrated with other
crisis and crisis management concepts. Even the point at
which a confrontation shifts from being a c¢risis to being a
war is unclear in the literature. We lack a separate term
to describe the transitional state of conflict that exists
during the period after violence erupts but before a limited
war exists. Some analyses implicitly limit crises to
political disputes in which use of military force is only
threatened, not actually carried out. Other analyses
encompass the use of force, such as to achieve a military

fait accompli in a crisis. Both approaches have merit, but

for the purposes of this study the definition of crisis will
include limited use of force as well as the threat of force.
The distinction between crisis and limited war will be
based on the perceptions and strategies held by national
leaders on the two sides. If they perceive themselves as
involved in a crisis or as attempting to prevent a conflict

from erupting in war, then the conflict is a crisis even if
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fighting has broken out. If they perceive themselves as
launching or fighting a limited war, then the conflict has
transitioned to a state of war, no matter how limited.

There are potential problems with this approach. The
point at which a confrontation shifts from being a crisis to
being a war could be difficult to ascertain in actual cases,
and even be unclear in the minds of leaders on the two
sides. Nations can be involved in a "phony war," in which
there is a declared state of war but no fighting, as were
Britain and France with Germany from September 1939 to May
1940. Nations can also be involved in recurring episodes of
intense but brief fighting without there being a declared
state of war, as were the Soviet Union and Japan along the
Manchurian border from July 1938 to September 1939, and the
Soviet Union and the People's Republic of China in 1969.
Nevertheless, basing the distinction between crisis and war
on the perceptions of the participants is superior to an
arbitrary definition of crisis that excludes the use of
force.

Several studies of conflict and war have proposed that
an escalation spiral can cause tensions and insecurities to

66

erupt in war. In a refinement of this theory., Richard

Smoke concludes that there is an escalation dynamic driven

66For a discussion of spiral theories of escalation,
see Robert Jervis, Perception and Misperception in
International Politics (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 1976), pp. 58-113.
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by rising stakes in the outcome of a conflict and an action-
reaction cycle. Rising stakes increase the motivation of
national leaders to prevail in the crisis. In the action-
reaction process an escalatory action by one side provokes
an escalatory reaction by the other side in recurring

cycles.67

Although Smoke's analysis is limited to the
escalation processes that occur after war has broken out, it
is equally applicable to the escalation processes that can
arise after fighting erupts in a crisis.

The escalation spiral that led to the outbreak of
World War I is often cited as the classic example of
escalation dynamics at work. Bell has described the 1914
case as being an example of a "crisis slide,"” in which a
series of crises gather irresistible momentum toward war.
The escalatory impact of a crisis slide is that "the
decisionmakers of one or more of the dominant powers believe
that they see the options available to them steadily closing
down to the single option of war or unlimited defeat."68
The events of 1914 have also led to the view that inflexible
war plans and offensive military doctrines can create a

strategic environment in which national leaders are unable

to control the momentum of events and seek a diplomatic

67Richard Smoke, War: Controlling Escalation (Cam-
bridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1977), pp. 23-35, 268-
297. Also see Williams, pp. 97, 101.

68

Bell, pp. 14-15.
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solution to a crisis.69 Thus, the danger of escalation is
not limited to the effects of individual events, but
includes the danger of an uncontrollable escalatory cycle
leading to wa:.

Understanding the events or pressures that can trigger
an escalatory spiral is at least as important as under-
standing the dynamics that drive the spiral after it
starts. Glenn Snyder has identified four "autonomous risks"
that could trigger uncontrollable escalation: military
action being driven by its own logic and momentum, national
leaders losing control over their military commanders, lack
of military options other than escalatory war plans combined
with pressure to take action, and psychological factors
impairing rational calculation under the stress of a
crisis. Of these, Snyder views psychological factors
impairing rational calculation as most likely and losing

70 211 of

control over military commanders as least likely.
these factors are compatible with Smoke's theory of
escalation dynamics.

Several possible paths to war have been proposed. The
basic categories are premeditated attack, catalytic war,

accidental war, preemption, and inadvertent war. A

premeditated war is launched deliberately, usually (but not

69Van Evera, pp. 63-65, 71-79; Jack Snyder, "Civil-
Military Relations,” pp. 112-114, 125-129.

70Glenn H. Snyder, "Crisis Bargaining," p. 241.
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always) by surprise attack, and is often described as a
"bolt from the blue" attack. Catalytic war is one started
by a third party, which can be either a nation or some other
group, such as a terrorist organization. The typical
scenario is the launching of a nuclear weapon at one of the
two superpowers, which responds by retaliating against the
other superpower thinking it to be the source of the initial
blow. Accidental war is the result of either equipment
malfunctions or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons by
military commanders. Equipment malfunctions can occur in
strategic warning systems, providing false warning of an
attack; in command and control or battle management systenms,
again providing false indications of attack or spurious
orders to launch an attack; or in nuclear weapons and their
control systems, resulting in accidental launch of nuclear
weapons.'71 These three paths to war are generally regarded
as much less likely than the other two. Additionally,
although these three paths to was can occur whether or not a
crisis is in progress, they are probably more likely to
occur in crises as military forces are alerted for readiness

and political signalling purposes.

71Thomas C. Schelling and Morton H. Halperin, Strategy
and Arms Control (New York: Twentieth Century Fund, 1961),
pp. 10-17; Herman Kahn, On Escalation (New York: Praeger,
1965), pp. 284-6; Graham T. Allison, Albert Carnesale, and
Joseph S. Nye, Jr., "Introduction," in Graham T. Allison,
Albert Carnesale, and Joseph S. Nye, Jr., eds., Hawks, Doves
& Owls: An Agenda for Avoiding Nuclear War (New York: W.W.
Norton, 1985), pp. 10-13.
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The remaining two paths to war are particularly
relevant to the study of crises. Preemption is motivated by
perceptions and fears that the other side is about to strike

first.72

This is the path to war that results from the
crisis security dilemma. Preemption can, of course, also
result from correct perceptions that the other side is about
to launch a premeditated attack. There are thus two
preemption paths, one generated by the crisis security
dilemma and the other generated by an actual impending
premeditated attack. They are much different in terms of
the analytical questions they raise: the first focuses on
the dynamics of the security dilemma, while the second
focuses on deliberate decisions to resort to war rather than
continue crisis management. This study will address the
preemption path that arises from the crisis security
dilemm::l.'73
Inadvertent war arises from an escalation process in
which the two sides employ increasingly threatening military
and diplomatic moves--including alerts, mobilizations,
deployments of forces, small-scale demonstrative use of

conventional weapons, and ultimatums--in an effort at

gaining leverage in crisis bargaining and improving their

72A111$0n, Carnesale and Nye, pp. 10-13.

73Derived from Paul Bracken, "Accidental War," in
Graham T. Allison, Albert Carnesale, and Joseph S. Nye, Jr.,
eds., Hawks, Doves & Owls: An Agenda for Avoiding Nuclear
War (New York: W.W. Norton, 1985), pp. 29-37.
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military positions in the event diplomacy fails. Accidents
and other inadvertent military actions can contribute to
this process. Such deliberate and inadvertent actions
increase tensions and harden resolve (similar to the manner
described by Smoke) until the process results in a war that
neither side wanted or expected when the crisis first
arose. This is a useful concept, but suffers from
insufficient specificity as to how the individual actions
contribute to an escalation process and omits significant
factors that can also contribute to inadvertent war.

There are two weaknesses in the inadvertent war
concept. First, it does not directly address the nature of
the decision for war that arises out of the escalation
process. There is just an "unintended eruption" of war, in

7 . . .
4 Even in the inad